Effects of Online Brand Community on Value Creation Practices and Brand Loyalty: Mediating Effects of Community Loyalty by Ha, Yongsoo
Purdue University
Purdue e-Pubs
Open Access Dissertations Theses and Dissertations
January 2016
Effects of Online Brand Community on Value
Creation Practices and Brand Loyalty: Mediating
Effects of Community Loyalty
Yongsoo Ha
Purdue University
Follow this and additional works at: https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/open_access_dissertations
This document has been made available through Purdue e-Pubs, a service of the Purdue University Libraries. Please contact epubs@purdue.edu for
additional information.
Recommended Citation
Ha, Yongsoo, "Effects of Online Brand Community on Value Creation Practices and Brand Loyalty: Mediating Effects of Community







This is to certify that the thesis/dissertation prepared
By
Entitled
For the degree of
Is approved by the final examining committee:
To the best of my knowledge and as understood by the student in the Thesis/Dissertation
Agreement, Publication Delay, and Certification Disclaimer (Graduate School Form 32),
this thesis/dissertation adheres to the provisions of Purdue University’s “Policy of
Integrity in Research” and the use of copyright material.
Approved by Major Professor(s):
Approved by:
Head of the Departmental Graduate Program Date
Yongsoo Ha
Effects of Online Brand Community on Value Creation Practices and Brand Loyalty:













Effects of Online Brand Community on Value Creation Practices and Brand Loyalty:  
Mediating Effects of Community Loyalty 
 
A Dissertation  






In Partial Fulfillment of the  
Requirements for the Degree  
Of  
















사랑하는 어머니   













TABLE OF CONTENTS 
                     
                                                             Page 
LIST OF TABLE......................................................................................................... iv 
LIST OF FIGURES .................................................................................................... vi 
ABSTRACT ............................................................................................................... vii  
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION ................................................................................ 1 
1.1 Introduction .................................................................................................... 1 
CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW...................................................................... 5 
2.1 Features of Online Brand Community ........................................................... 5 
2.2 Markers of Brand Community ....................................................................... 7 
2.3 Brand Community Markers and Online Brand Community ........................ 11  
2.4 Value Creation Practices of Online Brand Community ............................... 13 
2.4.1 Value Creation Practices ................................................................ 13 
2.4.2 Effects of Value Creation Practices ................................................ 15 
2.5 Brand Loyalty .............................................................................................. 20 
2.6 Community Loyalty ..................................................................................... 21 
2.6.1 Group Identification ....................................................................... 24 
2.6.2 Sense of Community ...................................................................... 25 





2.7 Motivation for Participation ......................................................................... 29 
CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY ............................................................................. 32 
3.1 Participants ................................................................................................... 32 
3.2 Survey Procedure ......................................................................................... 33 
CHAPTER 4. RESULTS ........................................................................................... 36 
4.1 Analysis........................................................................................................ 36 
4.2 Measurement Model .................................................................................... 37 
4.3 Structural Model .......................................................................................... 47 
4.4 Group Comparison: Motivation for Participation ........................................ 56 
4.4.1 Group Comparison: Hedonic Motivation for Participation ........... 57 
4.4.2 Group Comparison: Utilitarian Motivation for Participation ........ 62 
4.5 Group Comparison: Product Involvement ................................................... 68 
CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS .............................................. 82 
5.1 Discussion and Implications ........................................................................ 82 
CHAPTER 6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH ................................. 100 
6.1 Limitations and Future Research ............................................................... 100 
REFERENCES ........................................................................................................ 102 
APPENDICES 
Appendix A: Consent Form & Recruitment ...................................................... 117 
Appendix B: Survey Questionnaires ................................................................. 120 




LIST OF TABLES 
Table Page 
Table 1: Minimum sample size required to achieve specified statistical power ..........38 
Table 2: Measurement Model and Results ...................................................................40 
Table 3: Internal Consistency and Convergent Validity ...............................................46 
Table 4: Measurement Model (CMIN/DF, GFI, CFI, RMSEA) .................................47 
Table 5: Structural Model (CMIN/DF, GFI, CFI, RMSEA) .......................................48 
Table 6: Structural Model Without Community Loyalty ............................................50 
Table 7: Results of Testing: Hypothesis 1, 2, 3 ............................................................52 
Table 8: Structural Model Without Brand Loyalty ......................................................53 
Table 9: Reflective Indicators of Community Loyalty ................................................55 
Table 10: Results of Testing: Hypothesis 4 ..................................................................56 
Table 11: Measurement Equivalence for Multiple Group Analysis (H5a) ..................59 
Table 12: Results of Testing: Hypothesis 5a (High Hedonic Motivation Group) ........60 
Table 13: Results of Testing: Hypothesis 5a (Low Hedonic Motivation Group) ........60 
Table 14: Results of Testing: Hypothesis 5a (Pairwise Parameter Comparison) .........61 
Table 15: Measurement Equivalence for Multiple Group Analysis (H5b) ..................64 
Table 16: Results of Testing: Hypothesis 5b (High Utilitarian Motivation Group ......65 
Table 17: Results of Testing: Hypothesis 5b (Low Utilitarian Motivation Group) .....65 





Table 19: Measurement Equivalence for Multiple Group Analysis (Product  
        Involvement) ................................................................................................71 
Table 20: Results of Testing: Hypothesis 1, 2, 3 (High Product Involvement Group) 72 
Table 21: Results of Testing: Hypothesis 1, 2, 3 (Low Product Involvement Group).73 
Table 22: Results of Testing: Product Involvement (Pairwise Parameter Comparison)
 .....................................................................................................................75 
Table 23: Results of Testing: VCP-CL (High Product Involvement Group) ...............75 
Table 24: Results of Testing: VCP-CL (Low Product Involvement Group) ................76 
Table 25: Results of Testing: Product Involvement (Pairwise Parameter Comparison)
....................................................................................................................77 
Table 26: Results of Testing: Hypothesis 4 (High Product Involvement Group) ........78 
Table 27: Results of Testing: Hypothesis 4 (Low Product Involvement Group) .........79 





LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure Page 
Figure 1: Research Model ............................................................................................37 
Figure2: Results of Testing: Hypothesis 4 ...................................................................56 
Figure3: Group Comparison: Hedonic Motivation ......................................................62 
Figure4: Group Comparison: Utilitarian Motivation ...................................................67 





Yongsoo Ha. Ph.D., Purdue University, August 2016. Effects of Online Brand 
Community on Value Creation Practices and Brand Loyalty: Mediating Effects of 
Community Loyalty. Major Professor: Richard Feinberg.  
 
Online brand community refers to a specialized, non-geographically bound, 
online group of consumers, based on social communications and relationships among 
brand’s consumers. This study has four objectives; (a) testing the effects of online 
brand community by a sum of community markers, (b) testing the effects of online 
brand community on value creation practices and brand loyalty, (c) testing the 
mediating effects of community loyalty in a relationship between value creation 
practices and brand loyalty, and (d) testing the effects of consumers’ motivation for 
participation on online brand community. A survey-based empirical study was 
conducted. Data were collected, using Amazon Mechanical Turk, from members of 
online brand communities. Data were analyzed through structural equations modeling 
using AMOS 20.  
Test results showed that, as hypothesized, as community markers strengthen, the 




significant effects on value creation practices and brand loyalty. Community loyalty 
mediated the relationship between value creation practices and brand loyalty, and 
hedonic motivation for participation moderated the effects of online brand community 




CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Introduction 
Online brand community or virtual brand community refers to a specialized, non-
geographically bound, online group of consumers, based on social communications 
and relationships among brand’s consumers (De Valck, Van Bruggen, & Wierenga, 
2009). The concept of online brand community is characterized by internet-use as its 
platform. There are several subsets of online brand community. It includes business-
to-consumer virtual product support communities (Nambisan & Baron, 2007), firm-
hosted online communities (Wiertz & de Ruyter, 2007), user-generated online 
communities, peer-to-peer problem solving communities (Mathwick, Wiertz, & de 
Ruyter, 2008), and social media based brand communities (Laroche, Habibi, Richard, 
& Sankaranarayanan, 2012). 
Since maintaining one-on-one relationships with customers is not always feasible 
and efficient, brand communities were introduced as a way of serving customers 
(Laroche et al., 2012). Brand communities generate numerous activities within it 




Reppel, 2001), perpetuating the history and rituals of the brand, and providing 
assistance to customers (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). It establishes linkages with 
devoted users, who are a rich source of innovative ideas, rather than merely providing 
an additional communication channel (Anderson, 2005). Brand communities also 
provide social structure to customer-marketer relationships and significantly enhance 
customer loyalty (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). 
Brand community generates benefits not only for companies but also for its 
customers. Customers join brand communities to identify themselves with focal 
brands so that their actual or aspirational self-identity can be achieved (Laroche et al., 
2012). Consumers search for symbols or signs in brand communities which could 
help them express who they want to be and how they want to be identified by others 
(Elliott & Wattanasuwan, 1998; Laroche et al., 2012). Participants derive social and 
hedonic benefits from participating in the brand community (Franke & Piller, 2004), 
while enhancing brand loyalty (McAlexander, Schouten, & Koenig, 2002).   
Brand communities can be established in both offline and online environments 
(Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). While the initial concepts of the offline brand community 
had geographical and physical constraints, online brand communities transcend it due 
to the development of internet technology. Online brand communities have potential 




(Kang, Lee, Lee & Choi, 2007). For example, online brand community generates new 
and extended form of interactive consumer experiences. In online brand communities, 
consumers are actively engaged in interactive processes through the online medium 
such as electronic discussion forums, bulletin boards, or chat rooms (Brodie, Ilic, 
Juric, & Hollebeek, 2013).  
The last decade has seen a proliferation of online brand communities as internet, 
social media, and mobile technologies have emerged (Wirtz, Ambtman, Bloemer, 
Horvath, Ramaseshan, Klundert, Canli, & Kandampully, 2013). Many brand 
communities had emerged before the internet era, but have broadened with online 
presence and functionality. Brand communities developed in today also start online 
first before a real-world dimension emerges (Wirtz et al., 2013). As a consequence, by 
2012, more than 50 percent of the top 100 global brands had established online brand 
communities which are operated on a global scale (Manchanda, Packard, & 
Pattabhiramaiah, 2012). 
Considering that online brand communities are becoming more important and 
prevalent in today’s globally connected business world (Laroche et al., 2012), it is 
necessary for both marketers and researchers to have more insights about them. The 
theoretical construct of this study is based on previous brand community research. 




with like-minded consumers motivates initial product acquisition for consumers who 
are looking for a sense of community. Muniz and O’Guinn (2001) found evidence of 
community markers (i.e., consciousness of kind, rituals and traditions, and moral 
responsibility) within brand communities in their study. Schau, Muniz, and Arnould 
(2009) categorized four types of value creation practices (i.e., social networking, 
impression management, brand use, and community engagement) generated in the 
brand community using a meta-analysis of nine brand communities. This study aims 
to contribute to brand community studies in several ways; (a) testing the effects of 
online brand community as a whole by a sum of community markers, (b) testing the 
effects of online brand community on its outcomes, value creation practices and brand 
loyalty, (c) testing the mediating effects of community loyalty between the two 
constructs, value creation practices and brand loyalty, and (d) testing the moderating 
effects of consumers’ motivation for participation on online brand community by 
comparing consumers of high and low instrumental motivation group, and consumers 
of high and low hedonic motivation group. Toward this goal, first, this study modeled 
a nomological network of relationships between community markers, online brand 
community, value creation practices, brand loyalty, and community loyalty. Then, this 
study tested the network quantitatively using a structural equation model with a 




CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 Features of Online Brand Community 
Traditional brand communities have been oriented strongly toward the brand 
itself. There has been a broad agreement in the brand community literature that 
product categories which have expressive, hedonic, and experiential qualities are 
more likely to build a successful brand community than others (McAlexander & 
Schouten, 1998). However, Wirtz et al. (2013) identified that the core focus of online 
brand communities could be not only the brand itself but also the wider shared 
interests among its members. Thus, brands with weak brand identity also could build 
a successful online brand community if they focus more on the social links rather than 
the brand itself (Fournier & Lee, 2009).  
Members of the online brand community find proximity, affiliation, social 
interaction and bonding with each other (Hoffman & Novak, 1996). In the online 
brand community, contents are created by members while community members 




rewards for themselves (Nambisan & Baron, 2007). Consumers interact with each 
other using virtual interaction and communication tools such as registry, guest book, 
bulletin boards, electronic discussion forums, chat rooms, newsgroups, and/or blogs 
(De Valck et al., 2009; Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). These tools enable new and 
extended forms of interactive consumer experiences and facilitate an aggregation of 
collective expertise on individual topics. As online brand community accumulates 
past contents inexpensively, it creates a capital of knowledge and increases its value 
for all members (Brodie et al., 2013). Moreover, once it is established, online brand 
community facilitates long-term, intimate contacts without the loss of the social links 
which frequently occurs in the offline environments (Ba, 2001).   
The information provided by a brand community could be a more reliable source 
for consumers than information provided by marketers (McAlexander et al., 2002). 
Information sharing is prevalent in the online brand community due to the capabilities 
of internet technology (McAlexander et al., 2002). The online platform facilitates 
information dissemination, helps consumers to solve problems, and leads consumers 
to have a positive consumption experience (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). Online brand 
communities exert significant influence on consumers since the communities formed 





greater impacts on members’ opinions and purchase intentions (Algesheimer, 
Dholakia, & Herrmann, 2005).  
2.2 Markers of Brand Community 
Muniz and O’Guinn (2001) identified three core markers of a brand community; 
consciousness of kind, rituals and traditions, and moral responsibility. Muniz and 
O’Guinn (2001) also found evidence that supports the existence of community 
markers in computer-mediated environments. 
Muniz and O’Guinn (2001) found that members of community share “we-ness” 
and feel that “they sort of know each other”, even if they have never met. 
Consciousness of kind is the most important element of community which is the 
shared intrinsic connection felt among community members (Gusfield, 1978), or a 
shared knowing of belonging (Weber, 1978). In brand communities, members feel 
connections not only to the brand but also toward other members. Members show a 
critical demarcation between users of their brand and users of other brands which 
makes them different or special in comparison to non-members (Muniz & O’Guinn, 
2001). Legitimacy and oppositional loyalty are the social processes involved in 
perpetuating consciousness of kind. Legitimacy is a process that differentiates 
between true members of the community and those who are not (Muniz & O’Guinn, 




the community regardless of ownership. However, although brand communities are 
generally open social organizations, they have status hierarchies. As opposed to true 
members who really know the brand, members who use the brand for wrong reasons 
are revealed by failing to appreciate the rituals and traditions, culture, history, and 
symbols of the community (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). Oppositional loyalty also helps 
to maintain and strengthen consciousness of kind among members. Consumers use 
brand choices to mark both their inclusion and exclusion from various lifestyles 
(Hogg & Maria, 1997). Oppositional loyalty serves to delineate what the brand is not, 
and who the brand community members are not through resistance to competing 
brands (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). 
Rituals and traditions are social processes that enable reproduction and 
transmission of meanings of the community (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). It is a 
symbolic form of communication repeated over time in a systematic fashion. Rituals 
stabilize brand community’s identity by delineating boundaries, specifying expected 
roles, and defining rules (Wolin & Bennett, 1984). Knowing these rituals and 
traditions acts as a form of cultural capital within the brand community (Bourdieu, 
1984). Members celebrate the history of the brand and share brand stories. 
Appreciation of brand’s history functions to differentiate between the true believers 




common consumption experiences reinforces consciousness of kind among members 
and links them together. These rituals and traditions contribute to the survival of brand 
cultures and their communities (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). Rituals and traditions also 
act as a consumer agency for community members. The preservation of brand’s 
meaning is important to brand community members. They often feel that they have a 
better understanding of the brand than the manufacturer does (Muniz & O’Guinn, 
2001). Rituals and traditions point to the social negotiation between marketers and 
consumer in constructing brand’s meanings (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001).  
Moral responsibility is a sense of duty to the community and individual members 
(Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). Although brand communities are intentional, voluntary, 
and characterized by partial and individual involvement (Jannowitz, 1952), social, 
moral consciousness exists among community members. Brand community members 
recognize “what is right and wrong” and “appropriate and inappropriate”. Moral 
responsibility goes only so far in the brand community, thus it reveals community’s 
boundary. It produces collective action and contributes to the cohesion of the 
community (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). Muniz and O’Guinn (2001) revealed two 
critical and traditional communal missions in brand communities, both of which are 
based on moral responsibility; integrating and retaining members, and assisting brand 




integrating new ones are a prime concern for the long-term survival of the community 
(Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). Members publicly posted a reminder to stay loyal to the 
brand and the community. Reasons for staying in the community are emphasized in 
computer-mediated communications as well. Most of the communications are 
centered on consumption experiences of using the focal brand as opposed to the 
competitors (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). Those communications reinforce commitment 
and perpetuate loyalty both to the brand and the community (Muniz & O’Guinn, 
2001). Moral responsibility also induces community members to help each other in 
their consumption of the brand (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). Members provide help and 
assist community “without thinking” because it seems like the “right thing to do” for 
them. Providing assistance is apparent in information sharing on brand-related 
resources (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001).  
With respect to the markers of the brand community, previous research found 
online brand communities to be very consistent with traditional, offline brand 
communities (Brodie et al., 2013; Laroche et al., 2012; Wirtz et al., 2013). Online 
brand community shows community-like qualities as understood in sociology, and 






2.3 Brand Community Markers and Online Brand Community  
In brand community studies, the effects of the brand community as a whole have 
not been fully investigated. Previous research on brand communities tested the effects 
of brand community by using variables such as members’ participation in the 
community (Thompson & Sinha, 2008), community integration (McAlexander et al., 
2002), community/company identification (Marzocchi, Morandin, & Bergami, 2013), 
or community commitment (Hur, Ahn, & Kim, 2011). However, since these variables 
are components of the brand community rather than the brand community itself, it 
only could partially explain the influence of brand community.  
The present study aims to test the influence of online brand community as a whole 
by a sum of brand community markers. Ethnographic evidence support that strong 
and effective communities are built upon community communalities (Laroche et al., 
2012). Muniz and O’Guinn (2001) found three community markers in both face-to-
face and computer-mediated environments. Laroche et al. (2012) stated that healthy 
brand communities have a presence in all community markers and depth within each 
marker that strengthens the community. Considering the theoretical backgrounds 
regarding brand community markers and brand community, the influence of online 
brand community as a whole could be tested based on its community commonalities. 




constitute an online brand community, and postulates a causal relationship between 
brand community markers and the levels of the online brand community.  
Thus, the first hypothesis of the study is that 
H1: As consciousness of kind, rituals and traditions, and moral responsibility 
strengthen in online brand community, the levels of online brand community will 
increase. 
In this study, the online brand community construct was modeled as a reflective 
second-order construct (Jarvis, Mackenzie, & Podsakoff, 2003). A reflective second-
order construct can be estimated when it is placed within a nomological relationship 
that incorporates results of the latent variable. Therefore, this study simultaneously 
modeled value creation practices as consequences of the latent construct to measure 
the levels of online brand community.     
In testing such relationship, the present study aims to measure online brand 
community markers in a quantitative way. Previous research on brand communities 
have been largely conducted in a qualitative way using idiographic analysis (Fournier, 
1998), ethnographic analysis (McAlexander et al., 2002), netnographic analysis 
(Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001), naturalistic observation of community activities (Schau et 
al., 2009), observation of communication in online forums (Thompson & Sinha, 




Bell, 2007; Kozinets, 2002). Brand community researchers frequently assumed the 
presence of brand community markers based on observations or analyzation of 
transcripts or communications rather than to measure it using established scales. 
Measuring brand community markers in a quantitative way may help to ensure the 
presence of community communalities in a brand community study.    
2.4 Value Creation Practices of Online Brand Community 
2.4.1 Value Creation Practices 
 Online brand community generates value creation practices within it (Laroche 
et al., 2012). Consumers create value through participating in brand community and 
engaging in practices (Schau et al., 2009). Using a meta-analytic approach, Schau et 
al. (2009) induced twelve value creating practices across nine brand communities and 
organized it into four thematic categories; social networking, impression 
management, community engagement, and brand use.   
Social networking practices function as creating, enhancing, and sustaining ties 
among brand community members. These practices emphasize on the homogeneity of 
the brand community, or the similarities across its members and their normative 
behavioral expectations of themselves. Social networking practices related to the 
affective domains of the brand community and reinforce the social or moral bonds 




belong to this category. Welcoming greets new members and assists in their brand 
learning and community socialization. Through empathizing, members provide 
emotional and/or physical support to other members both for brand-related trials and 
non-brand-related issues. Governing clarifies the behavioral expectations within the 
brand community (Schau et al., 2009).  
Impression management practices function as creating favorable impressions of 
the brand, brand enthusiasts, and the brand community. It has an external, outward 
focus in the social universe beyond the brand community. Evangelizing and justifying 
belong to this category. Evangelizing shares the focal brands’ good news to inspire 
others. Justifying rationalizes the reasons for the devotion to the focal brand. While 
members are conducting impression management practices, they act as altruistic 
emissaries and ambassadors of good will (Schau et al., 2009).   
Community engagement practices function as reinforcing members’ escalating 
engagement with the brand community. Community engagement practices are 
competitive and provide members with social capital within the community. These 
practices focus on community heterogeneity or the distinctions among members and 
subsets of members. Community engagement practices include staking, milestoning, 
badging, and documenting. Staking delineates members’ specific domain of 




and similarity. Milestoning notes important events in brand ownership and 
consumption. Badging translates milestones into semiotic symbols. Documenting is a 
narrative of members’ brand experiences which records in the brand relationship 
journey (Schau et al., 2009). 
Brand use practices function as improving or enhancing the use of the focal 
brand. These practices include grooming, customizing, and commoditizing. Grooming 
is a practice that related to caring for the brand or systemizing the optimal use 
patterns. Customizing helps to modify the brand to suit group-level or individual 
needs. Commoditizing is a valenced behavior regarding marketplace. It distances 
from or approaches to the marketplace (Schau et al., 2009). 
2.4.2 Effects of Value Creation Practices 
In online brand communities, practice refers to discursive “know-that” 
knowledge. It is knowledge of what to say and do, and skills and projects which 
called “know-how” (Schau et al., 2009). Practices are explicit rules, instructions, 
principles, and precepts (Schau et al., 2009). When online brand community generates 
value creation practices (e.g., social networking, impression management, community 
engagement, and brand use practices), practices act as apprenticeships (Lave & 
Wenger, 1991). Members do not merely learn about practices, rather they become 




It evolves and strengthens over time, and value expands as various practices are 
integrated and members engage in the brand community deeply (Warde, 2005). 
Practices drive one another and work closely together as a process of collective value 
creation. Practices can be combined in complex ways. Interactions among practices 
can be either intra-thematic or inter-thematic. Within the brand community, practices 
are structurally reproduced and repeated, and members are systemically recruited to 
new practices (Schau et al., 2009).  
Practices generated in online brand community create value for both consumers 
and marketers, and it leads online brand community members to have heightened 
brand loyalty (Laroche et al., 2012; Schau et al., 2009). Participants in brand 
communities develop close relationships with the brand, the product, other 
consumers, and marketers through practices (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006). Practices 
facilitate and increase the levels of interaction between all elements of the brand 
community (McAlexander et al., 2002). Brand community members draw value from 
their interaction and build trust and loyalty toward the focal brand (Laroche et al., 
2012). Practices enhance the value members realize when participating in brand 
communities, and promote the collective health and welfare of the community. 
Practices create value for consumers in that it allows members to achieve social 




Practices also guide consumers to a proper use of the brand and provide them with an 
inexhaustible source of information. Practices create value for marketers as well. It 
fosters consumption opportunities, enhances brand perception, and heighten members’ 
brand loyalty (Laroche et al., 2012; Schau et al., 2009).  
Individuals achieve social identity in a community through self-awareness of 
membership in a group and the affective and evaluative significance of the 
membership (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2002). Practices provide members with 
opportunities to meet their desired social identity. Brand community behaviors 
frequently accompanied with a competitive spirit (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). 
Members compete on brand devotion, knowledge, and history to express their 
competencies. As members possess expertise in complex practices, their standing and 
legitimacy increase in the community (Schau et al., 2009). Members develop both 
explicit performative skills and implicit cultural capital resources through the 
enactment of the practices. By demonstrating adroit performance on practices, 
members differentiate themselves with other members in terms of the social status 
within the community (Bourdieu, 1984; Holt, 1997). Consumers who achieve social 
status within the brand community are reluctant to abandon one’s status (Schau et al.,  
2009). Members often stay engaged in the community because of the admiration of 




Brand community members accrue cultural capital through the accumulation of 
numerous set of complex practices, and safeguard what they have accumulated (Schau 
et al., 2009). Cultural capital refers to social assets which promote social mobility 
beyond economic means (Bourdieu, 1984). Through engaging in practices, online 
brand community members develop cultural capital resources to differentiate their 
social status within the community (Holt, 1997; Schau et al., 2009). The pursuits of 
cultural capital are enacted in everyday brand community life. The accumulation of 
cultural capital increases the value member experiences from participating in the 
brand community (Schau et al., 2009).  
Practices institutionalize consumption behaviors and generate consumption 
opportunities (Schau et al., 2009). Consumption follows from practices rather than 
vice versa (Warde, 2005). Brand community members generate, perpetuate, and 
expand consumption behaviors and patterns throughout the enactment of practices. 
For example, brand use practices such as grooming, customizing, and commoditizing, 
inform consumers of how other members build and develop further practices (Schau 
et al., 2009). Such practices accrue any kinds of discursive, but consumption-related, 
information within the community. It simplifies or encourages complex consumption 
behaviors and, thus, induces members to become more deeply engaged with the brand 




Practices enhance consumers’ brand experience by providing members with the 
sources of insider sharing (Schau et al., 2009). Jargon such as acronym or dialect 
provides a vibrant linguistic repertoire for insider sharing and strengthen the 
community (Schau et al., 2009). Practices also vitalize the brand community. Stronger 
brand communities show more sufficient and diverse practices than weaker brand 
communities (Schau et al., 2009).  
Considering the positive outcomes of value creation practices (e.g., building 
brand loyalty, providing members with social identity, accumulating cultural capital, 
institutionalizing consumption behaviors, and enhancing brand experience), it is 
important to make online brand community members to engage in value creation 
practices more deeply. 
Previous research showed that healthy, prolonged communities generate all value 
creation practices within it (Schau et al., 2009), and online brand communities have 
the same advantages and benefits as traditional, offline brand communities (Laroche 
et al., 2012; Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). However, due to its distinctive features, the 
extent and effects of online brand community on value creation practices could be 
different from those of traditional, offline brand communities. Considering the value 
that online brand community practices create for both consumers and marketers (e.g., 




consumption behaviors), making members more engaged in value creation practices is 
important in online brand community (Laroche et al., 2012; Schau et al., 2009). In this 
regard, the present study hypothesizes that as the levels of online brand community 
increase, it will lead members to engage in value creation practices more deeply. In 
testing the value creation practices construct, this study modeled it as a reflective 
second-order construct. All of the four value creation practices (e.g., social 
networking, impression management, community engagement, and brand use) were 
modeled as reflective indicators of the value creation practices construct.  
Thus, the second hypothesis of the study is that 
H2: As the levels of online brand community increase, members will be more 
engaged in value creation practices. 
2.5 Brand Loyalty 
One of the primary goals of brand community is gaining loyal customers 
(McAlexander et al., 2002). Wirtz et al. (2013) found that online brand community 
engagements translate into brand loyalty. Online brand community members become 
loyal to the focal brand while identifying themselves with the community and 
interactively participating in it. When online brand community meets or exceeds 
members’ expectation, members become satisfied with the community, and it directly 




community could be different from those of traditional, offline brand community. For 
example, Brodie et al. (2013) stated that, because the online brand community is a 
powerful interactive engagement platform for the consumer-to-consumer 
recommendation, electronic word-of-mouth is one of predominant loyalty behaviors 
which could be found in online brand communities. Laroche et al. (2012) also found 
that online brand community based on social media has an ability to increase 
members’ brand loyalty.  
In light of this discussion, the present study hypothesizes that as online brand 
community members engage in value creation practices more deeply, it will enhance 
members’ brand loyalty. 
H3: As online brand community members are more engaged in value creation 
practices, members’ brand loyalty will be enhanced.  
2.6 Community Loyalty 
Despite there have been many researches conducted on brand community and 
online brand community, the role of community loyalty, loyalty toward the brand 
community, has not been studied thoroughly. Although there is no particular definition  
of community loyalty, there are few related concepts that could be used to understand 





Group loyalty is one specific domain that is closely related to community loyalty. 
Group loyalty refers to adherence to a social unit to which one belongs, as well as its 
goals, symbols, and benefits (James & Cropanzano, 1994). Scott (1965) defined group 
loyalty more specifically as “being a devoted member of the group, never criticizing it 
to outsiders, and working hard to get it ahead of other groups”. Brewer and Brown 
(1998) defined that “group loyalty is represented in adherence to ingroup norms and 
trustworthiness in dealings with fellow ingroup members”. Van Vugt and Hart (2004) 
defined group loyalty as “the desire to forgo attractive alternatives for group 
membership”. They stated that group loyalty is one important psychological and 
behavioral force that contributes to group stability and integrity. Levine and Moreland 
(2002) stated that group loyalty is a multifaceted construct comprised of affective, 
cognitive, and behavioral factors. For example, emotionally, group loyalty could be 
manifested through the experience of positive emotions associated with a group 
membership. Cognitively, it could be manifested through depersonalized trust in 
group members, and optimism about the group’s future. Behaviorally, group loyalty 
could be manifested through the sacrifices that members make to help their group. 
Staying in order to help the group even when they could receive better outcomes for 
themselves by leaving could be seen as an act of group loyalty (Levine & Moreland, 




The concept of organizational loyalty also relates to community loyalty. 
Organizational loyalty refers to “a bond formed either to an organization or to some 
person or group within it that can be either individually or collectively forged” (Adler 
& Adler, 1988). Adler and Adler (1988) stated that organizational loyalty consists of 
affective, cognitive, and behavioral elements. It consists of feelings of belongingness, 
attachment, and wanting to be part of something; it incorporates trust and the 
voluntary alignment of self with the group; it involves a willingness to contribute part 
of oneself and follow the leadership or guidelines of the organization (Adler & Adler, 
1988).  
Although both group loyalty and organizational loyalty are multifaceted 
constructs that consist of cognitive, affective, and behavioral elements, previous 
research often measured their behavioral dimension only (Van Vugt & Hart, 2004; 
Zdaniuk & Levine, 2001). The present study aims to measure community loyalty 
including all three dimensions of community loyalty by modeling it as it consists of 
group identification (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006; Hinkle, Taylor, Fox-Cardamone, & 
Crook, 1989), a sense of community (Rosenbaum, Ostrom, & Kuntze, 2005), and  






2.6.1 Group Identification 
Social identity is the cornerstone of a group integrity which is the key to group 
survival (Arrow, McGrath, & Berdahl, 2000). Van Vugt and Hart (2004) stated that 
social identity acts as a social glue, by holding groups together that would normally 
collapse due to a shortage of resources, and leads to group loyalty. Social identity can 
be established without any current reward or punishment, the expectation of future 
reciprocity, or even reputational acknowledgment among other group members 
(Dawes, Van de Kragt, & Orbell, 1990). When individuals identify themselves with 
their group, a social identity is activated, depersonalized process occurs (Turner, 
Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), and, as a consequence, the group’s welfare 
becomes intertwined with the welfare of themselves (Van Vugt & Hart, 2004). Since 
people’s identity is partly shaped by the social groups to which they belong (Tajfel & 
Turner, 1986), people with high identification with their groups consider themselves 
as group members, while people with low identification consider themselves as 
unique individuals. Group identification increases members’ perceived similarity to 
and liking for other members (Brewer & Brown, 1998; Wilder, 1986).   
Group identification influences affective, perceptual, and behavioral reactions to 
group membership. Individuals with high group identification view their group and 




Doosje, 2002), perceive similarity to and liking for other members (Brewer & Brown, 
1998; Wilder, 1986), perceive themselves as representatives of the group (Van Vugt & 
Hart, 2004), and choose to work for the group more often than individuals with low 
identification (Barreto & Ellemers, 2000). Group loyalty largely depends on the 
strength and nature of group members’ identification with the group (Van Vugt & 
Hart, 2004). Group identification leads members to a collectivist motivation, a desire 
to enhance the welfare of the group as a whole (Batson, Batson, Todd, Brummett, 
Shaw, & Aldeguer, 1995). Group identification makes salient a norm of social 
responsibility for in-group members, which enhances cooperation and helping among 
members (Dovidio, 1984; Stern, 1995). Group identification also makes members 
conforming to group’s non-abandonment norm and placing group’s interests above 
their own (Hertel & Kerr, 2001; Zdaniuk & Levine, 2001).  
2.6.2 Sense of Community 
McMillian & Chavis (1986) defined a sense of community as “a feeling of 
belonging, a belief that members matter to one another and to the overall group, and a 
shared faith that members’ needs will be met through their commitment to be 
together”. Individuals achieve a sense of community when they could obtain four 
benefits from joining a group; a feeling of belonging, a sense of mattering, integration 




(McMillian & Chavis, 1986). Rosenbaum et al. (2005) revealed that a sense of 
community is a significant predictor of loyalty behavior. A sense of community 
generates emotional connections with the sponsoring organizations and prevent 
members from switching to competitor products or services (Rosenbaum et al., 2005). 
2.6.3 Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
Organizational citizenship behaviors represent the behavioral dimension of 
community loyalty. It refers to discretional behaviors that are not part of members’ 
formal role requirements, but nevertheless promote the effective functioning of the 
organization (Organ, 1988). Every organization depends significantly on acts of 
altruism, gesture of goodwill, cooperation, helpfulness, suggestions, and other 
instances of citizenship behavior (Katz, 1964). It lubricates the social machinery of 
the organization, provides the flexibility needed to work through many unforeseen 
contingencies, and allows participants to depend on each other (Smith, Organ, & 
Near., 1983). Cooperation is one example of organizational citizenship behaviors that 
serves to maintain internal equilibrium. It induces spontaneous prosocial gestures to 
the needs of others. Cooperation is a product of informal organization such as brand 
communities (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001), which is derived from the logic of sentiment 





One important element that affects citizenship behavior is task interdependence. 
Groups characterized by reciprocal interdependence display more citizenship behavior 
than groups with independence rule (Smith et al., 1983). Reciprocal interdependence 
requires spontaneous mutual adjustment in order to effect coordination (Thompson, 
1967), and promotes group cohesion (Seashore, 1954). Such requirement fosters 
social norms of cooperation, helping, and sensitivity to others’ needs and makes 
salient a collective sense of social responsibility (Krebs, 1970). Organizations which 
promote social interaction among customers realize enhanced customer loyalty 
(Arnould & Price, 2000; Aubert-Gamet & Cova, 1999; McAlexander et al., 2002; 
Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001; Oliver, 1999; Schouten & McAlexander, 1995). Since 
online brand communities encourage consumers to participate in reciprocal, 
interactive communications and activities (Nambisan & Baron, 2007), which require 
high levels of task interdependence (Schau et al., 2009), it leads consumers to exhibit 
loyalty toward not only the focal brand (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001) but also the 
community (Krebs, 1970; Rosenbaum et al., 2005).     
The present study postulates the mediating effects of community loyalty in a 
relationship between value creation practices and brand loyalty. Since, individuals can 
identify themselves with multiple targets (Johnson, Morgeson, Ilgen, Meyer, & Lloyd, 




community (Ahearne, Bhattacharya, & Grues, 2005; Algesheimer et al., 2005; 
Marzocchi et al., 2013; Shen & Chiou, 2009). Brodie et al. (2013) revealed that online 
brand community members engage both with the themes, including brands, products 
and services, and with the community, their community roles and other community 
members. Consumers often initially engage with the brand, and then progress to 
interactions with other members of the community (Brodie et al., 2013). Marzocchi et 
al. (2013) revealed that brand identification affects cognitive process while 
community identification affects emotional and affective dimensions of brand 
schema.   
Schau et al. (2009) stated that as social relationships among members sustained 
over several years, social value associated with brand communities expand beyond 
brand boundaries. For brand community members, brand use is often secondary to 
community engagement. For example, in community engagement practices such as 
staking, members delineate their specific domain of participation or engagement even 
within the brand community. Moreover, due to the social identity they had achieved 
within the community, longtime members frequently remain in the brand community 
even after they stop using the focal brand. In both cases, members are more engaged 
in the community, where they belong to, rather than the brand itself (Schau et al., 




community loyalty since it provides members with social identity (Schau et al., 2009). 
As members participating in value creation practices, they accrue cultural capital, 
achieve social status, and develop social identity within the community. Such 
practices act as a significant switching cost, strengthen the community, and induce 
members to become more deeply engaged with the community (Schau et al., 2009). 
Therefore, the present study hypothesizes the mediating effects of community 
loyalty in a relationship between value creation practices and brand loyalty.   
H4: Community loyalty will mediate the relationship between value creation 
practices and brand loyalty. 
2.7 Motivation for Participation 
Consumers’ motivation to participate in online brand community is an important 
factor that influences the outcomes of online brand community. Motivation is viewed 
as a force that directs individuals towards goals. Motivation affects consumers’ 
information processing and decision making (Maclnnis, Moorman, & Jaworski, 
1991). Instrumental and hedonic motivations are considered as fundamental to 
understanding consumer behavior (Babin, Darden, & Griffen, 1994). Hirschman and 
Holbrook (1982) categorized consumers as either “problem solvers” or in terms of 





online brand community context by the themes of use value group versus linking 
value group.  
Consumers who value the social aspects of life at the cost of consumption 
participate in the online brand community less for the use value than for the linking 
value (Cova, 1997). Some consumers participate in a brand community to seek for 
direct satisfaction through sharing emotions or developing relationships with other 
members (Cova, 1997; McAlexander et al, 2002). While, others participate with more 
practical motivations such as exchanging information or solving problems related to 
their consumption experiences (McAlexander et al, 2002). Since motivation maintains 
a basic underlying presence across consumption phenomena (Babin et al., 1994), 
consumers could respond differently to the same online brand community depends on 
their motivation for participation. For example, consumers who participate in a brand 
community with societal motivations would form a sense of community more easily 
(McMillian & Chavis, 1986) than consumers who participate with practical 
motivations, which would eventually generate different loyalty outcomes of 
consumers (Rosenbaum et al., 2005).   
This study plans to investigate the influence of members’ hedonic and utilitarian 





consumers of high hedonic and low hedonic motivation groups, and (b) comparing 
consumers of high utilitarian and low utilitarian motivation groups.   
H5: Members’ motivation for participation will moderate the effects of online 
brand community on value creation practices.  
H5a: Members’ hedonic motivation for participation will moderate the effects of 
online brand community on value creation practices. 
H5b: Members’ utilitarian motivation for participation will moderate the effects of 















CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
3.1 Participants 
Participants of this study are members of online brand communities. Considering 
that the aim of this study is investigating the effects of online brand community in 
general, participants should not be limited by both types and product categories of 
online brand community. 
This study collected data from members of five types of online brand community; 
business-to-consumer virtual product support community, firm-hosted online 
community, user-generated online community, peer-to-peer problem-solving 
community, and social media based brand community. Brand community studies have 
frequently been conducted with product categories that are more likely to trigger 
brand identification processes (Algesheimer et al., 2005; Marzocchi et al., 2013; 
McAlexander et al., 2002). However, although product categories which have 
expressive, hedonic, and experiential qualities are believed to build brand community 




brand community (Thompson & Sinha, 2008; Wirtz et al., 2013). Thus, members of 
any online brand community are eligible for this study.     
3.2 Survey Procedure 
Data were collected online using Amazon Mechanical Turk from April 22, 2016 to 
May 17, 2016. Previous brand community research largely conducted under high-
context interaction situations such as brandfest (Marzocchi et al., 2013; McAlexander 
et al., 2002). However, such high-context interaction situations may cause situational 
bias since participants are induced to concentrate on brand community markers in a 
limited time and space (Marzocchi et al., 2013). This study collected data through 
Amazon Mechanical Turk. Previous published research has established that Amazon 
Mechanical Turk is a reliable source of experimental data in decision-making and 
judgment (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 
2010).  
All measurement scales used in this study are derived from established studies 
(Appendix B); markers of online brand community (Laroche et al., 2012), social 
networking (Hsieh et al., 2005), impression management (Laroche et al., 2012), 
community engagement (Algesheimer et al., 2005), brand use (Laroche et al., 2012), 
community identification (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006; Hinkle et al., 1989), sense of 




et al., 1990), brand loyalty (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001), hedonic and utilitarian 
motivations (Arnold & Reynolds, 2003; Babin et al., 1994; Voss et al., 2003), product 
involvement (Lastovicka, 1979; Zaichkowsky, 1985).  
The survey was introduced as an opinion survey of “consumer behavior in online 
brand community”. Definition, scope, types, and examples of online brand 
community were provided at the beginning to help participants to understand the 
meanings of online brand community. Screening questions were presented at the first 
stage of the survey. Participants were asked to check their eligibility for participating 
in the study by browsing provided links of online brand communities’ websites. The 
provided links represented each type of online brand community; business-to-
consumer virtual product support community (e.g. Apple Support Community), firm-
hosted online community (e.g. Harley Davidson Owners Group), user-generated 
online community (e.g. International Lego users group), peer-to-peer problem solving 
community (e.g. Mac User’s Forum), and social media based brand community (e.g. 
Apple Mac User for Beginner on Facebook). After reading instructions and browsing 
provided links of online brand communities, participants were asked to answer; (a) 
whether they belong to online brand communities, (b) what is the name of the online 





long they have been a member of the online brand community, and (d) how often they 




















CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 
4.1 Analysis 
The data were analyzed through structural equations modeling using AMOS 20. 
The goodness-of-fit of both the measurement model and structural model were 
assessed with the chi-square test (CMIN), the goodness-of-fit index (GFI), the 
comparative fit index (CFI), and the root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA). A two-step structural equation modeling approach (Anderson & Gerbing, 
1988) was used for the analysis. Mediating effects of community loyalty were tested 
by following Baron and Kenny’s (1986) steps for mediation. A multiple group 
analysis was conducted to test the moderating effects of members’ motivation for 
participation on the relationship between online brand community and value creation 
practices. A group comparison between (a) high hedonic and low hedonic groups, and 
(b) high utilitarian and low utilitarian groups were conducted. The research model is 





Figure 1: Research Model 
4.2 Measurement Model 
The total number of participants were 530. Among the 530 participants, 10 
participants who identified themselves as not a member of any online brand 
communities were excluded. Among the 520 remained answers, 63 answers of 
outliers that showed z-score less than -3 or greater than +3 were deleted. Among the 
457 remained answers, 104 answers with missing data were deleted. To meet the 
standard of scrutiny, this study did not use regression imputation method for treating 
missing data. Answers that have any missing data among the total of 76 questions 
were deleted. The remained 353 answers were used for the data analysis.  
Measurement and structural models should be evaluated with a proper statistical 




modifying tested models (Kaplan, 1995). Statistical power used for structural equation 
models directly affects the confidence of test results (McQuitty, 2004). McQuitty 
(2004) suggested appropriate statistical powers for structural equation models and 
measurement validation (Table 1).    
Table 1 
Minimum sample size required to achieve specified statistical power (π; test of close 
fit) 
df π = 0.60, N> π= 0.70, N> π= 0.80, N> π= 0.90, N> 
50 145 175 214 274 
75 111 133 168 204 
100 92 110 132 165 
125 80 95 114 142 
150 72 85 101 125 
200 61 71 84 104 
250  53 62 74 90 
300 48 56 66 81 
400 41 48 56 68 
The tested model for this study has the total participants of 353, with the degree of 
freedom of 473. Thus, according to the minimum sample size suggested by McQuitty 
(2004), the sample size of this study achieved a sufficient level of power (π= 0.90). 
The sample size of this study also satisfied the general recommendation level used in 
previous business research, such as N>200, 5 or 10 times the number of variables 
(N>140), or 5 or 10 times the number of estimated parameters (N>350) (Guadagnoli 




The normality of the data was confirmed by the assessment of skewness and 
kurtosis. Both skewness and kurtosis were in the range between -1.965 and +1.965, 
which meets the assumption of normal distribution at p < .05 level.   
The average years that participants of this study have been a member of their 
online brand communities was 4.75 years. The average times participants of this study 
login to their online brand communities was, 3.74 times a day, 22.52 times a week, 
and 78.22 times a month. Although online brand community does not require the 
acquisition of the brand’s product, 326 participants (92.4%) answered that they own 
products made by the focal brand of their online brand community. The remained 27 
participants (7.6%) answered that they do not own the products.  
The number of female participants was 283 (55.3%), and the number of male 
participants was 229 (44.7%). The average age of participants was 38.7. Among the 
total of 353 participants, 166 participants were White/Caucasian (47.08%), 134 
participants were Asian (Eastern and South Asian, 38.22%), 21 participants were 
Hispanic/Latino (6%), 15 participants were African American (4%), and 14 
participants were Native American (4%).  
Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted with the final data. The measurement 
model was estimated by investigating reliabilities of individual items, a convergent 




between constructs (Fornell & Cha, 1994; White, Varadarajan, & Dacin, 2003). Each 
measure’s loading on its respective construct was examined to test item reliability. All 
measures with loadings greater than .50 were retained for analysis (Hulland, 1999). 
All 76 retained items in the model showed loadings greater than .50. All items and 
their associated factor loadings are shown in Table 2.  
Table 2 
Measurement Model and Results 














(Laroche et al., 
2012) 
An intrinsic connection is felt among 
the members 
.969 6.757 
A general sense of difference exists 
from members who are NOT in my 




(Laroche et al., 
2012) 
I recollect vital social traditions or 
rituals specific to my online brand 
community 
.804 13.322 
I think these traditions contribute 
towards a specific culture of my 




(Laroche et al., 
2012) 
Members of my online brand 
community assist/advice other 
members in the proper use of the 
brand that the online brand 
community is based on 
.634 9.386 
My online brand community engages 


























(Hsieh et al., 
2005) 
My online brand community keeps in 
touch with me with notifications 
.644 11.132 
My online brand community provides 
me with product information 
.709 12.184 
My online brand community collects 
my opinions about the 
services/products 
.633 10.954 





(Laroche et al., 
2012) 
My online brand community 
encourages discussions related to 
company, brand, or the product 
.655  
Members of my online brand 
community actively engage in 
discussions in order to justify their 






et al., 2005) 
I benefit from following the rules of 
my online brand community 
.670  
I am motivated to participate in the 
activities of my online brand 
community because I feel better 
afterward 
.664 10.530 
I am motivated to participate in the 
activities of my online brand 
community because I am able to 
support other members 
.635 10.148 
Brand Use 
(Laroche et al., 
2012) 
Members of my online brand 
community share useful tips about 
better use of the product or brand 
.793 12.398 
Members of my online brand 
community share experiences about 
their successful and unsuccessful 













I will buy the brand, that my online 
brand community is based on, the next 
time I buy this product 
.783 14.121 
I intend to keep purchasing the brand 
that my online brand community is 
based on 
.752 13.567 
I am committed to the brand that my 
online brand community is based on 
.876 15.645 
I would be willing to pay a higher 
price for the brand that my online 




















et al., 1989) 
I identify myself as a member of my 
online brand community 
.696  
I am attached to my online brand 
community 
.833 13.807 
I feel strong ties with other members 
of my online brand community 
.718 12.162 
I have strong feelings of 








I don’t feel as though I am a member 
of my online brand community 
(reverse) 
.847 17.521 
My participation in my online brand 
community is not meaningful to me 
(reverse) 
.860 17.839 
I don’t feel that I am influential as a 
member in my online brand 
community (reverse) 
.853 17.660 
I do not perceive a strong ‘sense of 
community’ among the members of 














In my online brand community, I read 
and keep up with the online brand 
community announcements, memos, 
and so on 
.645 11.502 
In my online brand community, I try 
to help other members who are in 
need 
.734 13.122 
In my online brand community, I 
willingly help other members who 
have brand-related problems 
.752 13.441 
In my online brand community, I am 
always ready to lend a helping hand to 





























2003; Babin et 
al., 1994; Voss 
et al., 2003). 
I find participating in my online brand 
community stimulating  
.624 11.609 
To me, participating in my online 
brand community is an adventure 
.685 12.826 
Participating in my online brand 
community makes me feel like I am in 
my own universe 
.669 12.510 
Participating in my online brand 
community makes me feel better 
when I am in a down mood 
.669 12.496 
To me, participating in my online 
brand community is a way to relieve 
stress 
.706 13.239 
I participate in my online brand 
community when I want to treat 
myself to something special 
.663 12.381 
I participate in my online brand 
community to keep up with trends 
.512 9.196 
I participate in my online brand 






Table 2 continued 
  I participate in my online brand 
community to see what new products 
are available 
.524 7.767 
I like participating in my online brand 
community for other community 
members because when they feel good 
I feel good 
.793 15.034 
I enjoy participating in my online 
brand community for other 
community members 
.724 13.602 
I participate in my online brand 
community to socialize 
.698 13.085 
Participating in my online brand 
community is a bonding experience   
.745 14.047 
I enjoy socializing with other 
community members when I 







2003; Babin et 
al., 1994; Voss 
et al., 2003). 
 
I like to feel smart about participating 
in my online brand community 
.635 10.541 
It feels good to know that 
participating in my online brand 
community is useful 
.698 11.475 
When participating in my online 
brand community, it is important to 
find information I am looking for 
.707 11.606 
It is important to accomplish what I 
had planned from participating in my 
online brand community 
.660 10.917 
It is disappointing when I have to 
search on multiple sources other than 
my online brand community for 
information gathering 
.506 3.512 
A great online brand community is 






Internal consistency and convergent validity of the constructs were confirmed by 
Cronbach’s alpha with a minimum of .70 (Cronbach & Furby, 1970; Nunnally, 1967), 
the average variance extracted (AVE) with a minimum of .50 (Fornell & Larcker, 
1981; Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), and the construct reliability (C.R.) with a minimum of .70 
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Since Amos does not provide the average variance 
extracted and the construct reliability value, the AVE and C.R. value for all constructs 
were calculated following formulas suggested by Fornell & Larcker (1981).  
  Σ[λi2]Var(X) 
AVE =  ────────────    
  Σ[λi
2]Var(X)+Σ[Var(i)] 
   
   (Σ[λi]) 2Var(X) 
C.R. =  ────────────    
  Σ[λi
2]Var(X)+Σ[Var(i)] 
  All constructs in the measurement model showed Cronbach’s alpha value 
greater than .70, AVEs greater than .50, and construct reliabilities greater than .70. 
Cronbach’s alpha, the average variance extracted (AVE), and the construct reliability 


















Consciousness of Kind .843 .672 .790 
Rituals and Traditions .822 .609 .721 
Moral Responsibility .917 .921 .887 
Social Networking .764 .692 .757 
Impression Management .732 .782 .842 
Community Engagement .722 .547 .735 
Brand Use .821 .781 .857 
Community Identification .848 .672 .876 
Sense of Community .702 .582 .720 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior .827 .624 .723 
Brand Loyalty .767 .655 .786 
Hedonic Motivation .882 .747 .806 
Utilitarian Motivation .809 .701 .754 
Discriminant validity was achieved for all constructs. The square root of the 
average variance extracted for all constructs exceeded the correlation between two 
latent constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The final measurement model exhibited 
satisfactory goodness-of-fit statistics (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988); X2(456) = 911.136, X2/df 







Measurement Model (CMIN/DF, GFI, CFI, RMSEA) 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 105 911.136 456 .000 1.998 
Saturated model 561 .000 0   
Independence model 33 6328.765 528 .000 11.986 
RMR, GFI 
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model .085 .861 .829 .700 
Saturated model .000 1.000   
Independence model .394 .215 .166 .203 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model NFI RFI IFI TLI CFI 
   Rho1 Delta2 Rho2  
Default model .856 .833 .923 .909 .922 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .053 .048 .058 .142 
Independence model .177 .173 .181 .000 
4.3 Structural Model 
The structural model (N=353) showed satisfactory goodness-of-fit statistics 
(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988); X2(473) = 1001.541, X2/df = 2.117, p = .000, GFI = .840, CFI 




sample size (N=353), but the X2/df was less than 3 which indicated a satisfactory 
model fit. All other fit statistics were within acceptable ranges for both the 
measurement and the structural models. 
Table 5 
Structural Model (CMIN/DF, GFI, CFI, RMSEA) 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 88 1001.541 473 .000 2.117 
Saturated model 561 .000 0   
Independence model 33 6328.765 528 .000 11.986 
RMR, GFI 
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model .087 .840 .811 .709 
Saturated model .000 1.000   
Independence model .394 .215 .166 .203 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model NFI RFI IFI TLI CFI 
   Rho1 Delta2 Rho2  
Default model .842 .823 .910 .898 .909 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .056 .051 .061 .016 




Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were tested through the structural model; 
H1: As consciousness of kind, rituals and traditions, and moral responsibility 
strengthen in the online brand community, the levels of online brand community will 
increase. 
H2: As the levels of online brand community increase, members will be more 
engaged in value creation practices. 
H3: As online brand community members are more engaged in value creation 
practices, members’ brand loyalty will be enhanced. 
H4: Community loyalty will mediate the relationship between value creation 
practices and brand loyalty. 
H5: Members’ motivation for participation will moderate the effects of online 
brand community on value creation practices.  
H5a: Members’ hedonic motivation for participation will moderate the effects of 
online brand community on value creation practices. 
H5b: Members’ utilitarian motivation for participation will moderate the effects of 
online brand community on value creation practices. 
Hypotheses 1 trough 3 were tested at the first stage. To test hypotheses 1 through 
3, the community loyalty construct was excluded from the full model. The structural 




community, value creation practices, and brand loyalty showed satisfactory goodness-
of-fit statistics (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988); X2(176) = 428.751, X2/df = 2.436, p = .000, GFI 
= .895, CFI = .919, RMSEA = .064 (Table 6). 
Table 6 
Structural Model Without Community Loyalty (CMIN/DF, GFI, CFI, RMSEA) 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 55 428.751 176 .000 2.436 
Saturated model 231 .000 0   
Independence model 21 3314.193 210 .000 15.782 
RMR, GFI 
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model .055 .895 .862 .682 
Saturated model .000 1.000   
Independence model .289 .285 .213 .259 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model NFI RFI IFI TLI CFI 
   Rho1 Delta2 Rho2  
Default model .871 .846 .919 .903 .919 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .064 .056 .072 .002 




Hypotheses 1 through 3 were supported. All paths in the model were significant at 
p<0.01 level (Table 7). Hypotheses 1 and 2 were supported (p<0.01). All three 
markers of online brand community (e.g., consciousness of kind, rituals and 
traditions, and moral responsibility) were proved to be a significant reflective 
indicator of the online brand community. As a consequence of the linear sum of three 
community markers, the online brand community showed significant effects on the 
value creation practices (β = .850). Among the three community markers, moral 
responsibility showed the strongest effect on the online brand community (β = .841). 
The standardized regression weights of consciousness of kind and rituals and 
traditions markers on the online brand community were .634 and .622, respectively.      
All four value creation practices were proved to be a significant reflective 
indicator of the value creation practices construct. Among the four practices, social 
networking (β = .966), impression management (β = .995), and brand use (β = .921) 
practices showed strong effects on value creation practices. Community engagement 
practice (β = .776) showed the weakest effects on value creation practices. Hypothesis 
3 was supported. The value creation practices showed significant effects on brand 







Table 7  
Results of Testing: Hypothesis 1, 2, 3 
  Path Path  
Coefficient 
C.R 
H1 Online Brand Community 
 Consciousness of Kind 
.634 ** 
Online Brand Community 
 Rituals and Traditions 
.622 **5.135 
Online Brand Community 
 Moral Responsibility 
.841 **5.246 
H2 Online Brand Community 
 Value Creation Practices 
.850 **5.202 
H3 Value Creation Practices 
 Social Networking 
.966 ** 
Value Creation Practices 
 Impression Management 
.995 **10.157 
Value Creation Practices 
 Community Engagement 
.776 **9.312 
Value Creation Practices 
 Brand Use 
.921 **10.886 
Value Creation Practices 
 Brand Loyalty 
.809 **9.797 
Notes (**p < .001) 
 Hypothesis 4, the mediating effects of community loyalty on the relationship 
between value creation practices and brand loyalty, was tested at the second stage. 
The mediating effects of community loyalty were tested by following Baron and 
Kenny’s (1986) steps for mediation. Since the effects of value creation practices on 
brand loyalty (H3) were revealed at the first stage, the effects of value creation 
practices on community loyalty were tested to satisfy the preliminary conditions of 




To test the effects of value creation practices on community loyalty, the brand 
loyalty construct was excluded from the full model. The structural model that tests the 
preliminary condition of mediating effects showed satisfactory goodness-of-fit 
statistics (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988); X2(361) = 835.754, X2/df = 2.315, p = .000, GFI 
= .845, CFI = .901, RMSEA = .061 (Table 8). 
Table 8 
Structural Model Without Brand Loyalty (CMIN/DF, GFI, CFI, RMSEA) 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 74 835.754 361 .000 2.315 
Saturated model 435 .000 0   
Independence model 29 5214.374 406 .000 12.843 
RMR, GFI 
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model .097 .845 .813 .701 
Saturated model .000 1.000   
Independence model .417 .244 .190 .228 
Baseline Comparisons 
Model NFI RFI IFI TLI CFI 
   Rho1 Delta2 Rho2  
Default model .840 .820 .902 .889 .901 
Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 





Table 8 continued 
RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model .061 .056 .067 .000 
Independence model .183 .179 .188 .000 
 Since community loyalty was operationalized as a second-order reflective 
latent construct with the three first-order reflective indicators (e.g., community 
identification, sense of community, and organizational citizenship behavior), the 
significance of indicators was tested before testing the relationship between value 
creation practices and community loyalty. The results showed that all the three 
indicators were significant reflective indicators of community loyalty at p < .001 
level. Among the three indicators, community identification (β = .811) and 
organizational citizenship behavior (β = .874) showed strong effects, and the sense of 
community (β = .353) showed relatively weaker effects on community loyalty (Table 
9). The effects of value creation practices on community loyalty (β = .879) were 
confirmed at p < .001 level, which satisfies the preliminary conditions to proceed to 










Table 9  
Reflective Indicators of Community Loyalty 




 Community Identification 
.811 **10.544 
Community Loyalty 
 Sense of Community 
.353 **5.647 
Community Loyalty 
 Organizational Citizenship 
Behavior 
.874 ** 
Value Creation Practices 
 Community Loyalty 
.879 **9.870 
Notes (**p < .001) 
The mediating effects of community loyalty on the relationship between value 
creation practices and brand loyalty were tested with the full model (X2/df = 2.117, 
GFI = .840, CFI = .909, RMSEA = .056). In the previous stage, the two preliminary 
conditions for testing the mediating effects of community loyalty were confirmed. 
Value creation practices showed significant effects on both brand loyalty and 
community loyalty, respectively. However, when the community loyalty construct was 
included as a mediator between the two constructs, value creation practices and brand 
loyalty, the effects of value creation practices on brand loyalty dropped in magnitude, 
from .809 (p < .01) to -.248 (p = .22), and the relationship became non-significant. 
Therefore, hypothesis 4 was supported. The standardized regression weights for each 





Table 10  
Results of Testing: Hypothesis 4 
 Path Path  
Coefficient 
C.R 
H4 Value Creation Practices 
 Brand Loyalty 
-.248 -1.238 
Value Creation Practices 
 Community Loyalty 
.982 **9.543 
Community Loyalty 
 Brand Loyalty 
.924 1.990 
(p=.05) 
Notes (**p < .001) 
 
 
Figure2: Results of Testing: Hypothesis 4 
4.4 Group Comparison: Motivation for Participation 
Hypothesis 5 centered on the moderating effects of motivation for participation; 
H5: Members’ motivation for participation will moderate the effects of online 




H5a: Members’ hedonic motivation for participation will moderate the effects of 
online brand community on value creation practices. 
H5b: Members’ utilitarian motivation for participation will moderate the effects of 
online brand community on value creation practices. 
4.4.1 Group Comparison: Hedonic Motivation for Participation 
The hedonic motivation was measured with 14 items that include both cognitive 
and emotional dimensions of motivation, using 7 points Likert scales (Arnold & 
Reynolds, 2003; Babin et al., 1994; Voss et al., 2003). Based on the average of 
motivation score (from 0 to 7), participants were classified into two separate groups 
(Hoyle, 1995); high hedonic motivation group and low hedonic motivation group.    
Among the total of 353 participants, only the three participants (N=3) showed 
the average hedonic motivation score lower than 3.5. The remained participants 
(N=350), who showed the average hedonic motivation score higher than 3.5, were 
classified into two groups. Participants who showed the average hedonic motivation 
score higher than the average (5.47) were classified into high hedonic motivation 
group (N=223). Participants who showed the average hedonic motivation score lower 
than the average (5.47) were classified into low hedonic motivation group (N=127). 
A group comparison between the two groups, high hedonic motivation group 




group analysis in structural equation model. The full model was divided into two 
separate models according to the level of hedonic motivation (Fig3). The structural 
relationships, and the extent of each relationship between the two groups was 
compared.  
Item reliabilities, internal consistency, convergent validity, and discriminant 
validity of the measurement model were confirmed through the confirmatory factor 
analysis conducted in the previous stage. A multiple group confirmatory factor 
analysis was conducted to ensure measurement equivalence between the two groups 
(Raju, Laffitte, & Byrne, 2002). The test results showed that the X2 difference 
between the unconstrained model and the measurement weights model was 25(22) 
(Table 11), which is smaller than the cutoff value 33.93(22) at p = .05 level. 
Therefore, the measurement equivalence between the two groups, high hedonic 











Measurement Equivalence for Multiple Group Analysis (H5a) 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Unconstrained 276 1413.968 912 .000 1.550 
Measurement weights 254 1438.025 934 .000 1.539 
Measurement intercepts 221 1710.901 967 .000 1.769 
Structural weights 219 1718.787 969 .000 1.774 
Structural covariances 174 1857.362 1014 .000 1.832 
Structural residuals 171 1923.580 1017 .000 1.891 
Measurement residuals 138 2040.010 1050 .000 1.943 
Saturated model 1188 .000 0   
Independence model 66 6036.202 1122 .000 5.380 
A multiple group analysis was conducted by testing the structural relationships for 
each model first, and compare each relationship between the two models using 
pairwise parameter comparisons in Amos 20.  
The group differences regarding the levels of hedonic motivation for participation 
(H5a) were tested. The test results of high hedonic motivation group are shown in 
Table 12. The results showed that all paths in the model were significant at p < 0.01 
level. The online brand community showed significant effects on value creation 










Results of Testing: Hypothesis 5a (High Hedonic Motivation Group) 
Regression Weights: (Hed_High - Unconstrained) 
   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
VCP <--- OBC 1.254 .316 3.968 *** b9_1 
BL <--- VCP .808 .131 6.154 *** b7_1 
Standardized Regression Weights: (Hed_High - Unconstrained) 
   Estimate 
VCP <--- OBC .783 
BL <--- VCP .694 
The test results of low hedonic motivation group are shown in Table 13. The 
results showed that the effects of value creation practices on brand loyalty were 
significant at p < 0.01 level (β = .850), while the effects of online brand community 
on value creation practices were not significant (p = .16).   
Table 13 
Results of Testing: Hypothesis 5a (Low Hedonic Motivation Group) 
Regression Weights: (Hed_Low - Unconstrained) 
   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
VCP <--- OBC 8.399 5.972 1.406 .160 b9_2 
BL <--- VCP 1.041 .171 6.100 *** b7_2 
Standardized Regression Weights: (Hed_Low - Unconstrained) 
   Estimate 
VCP <--- OBC .446 
BL <--- VCP .850 
In order to compare the effects of online brand community on value creation 
practices between the two groups, high and low hedonic motivation groups, pairwise 




2.195 which is higher than the cut-off value of 1.965 (Table 14). Thus, hypothesis 5a, 
“Members’ hedonic motivation for participation will moderate the effects of online 
brand community on value creation practices”, was supported. The moderating effects 
of hedonic motivation for participation, on the relationship between online brand 
community and value creation practices, were revealed. The results showed that the 
effects of online brand community on value creation practices are significantly 
different, according to the levels of member’s hedonic motivation for participation.  
Table 14 
Results of Testing: Hypothesis 5a (Pairwise Parameter Comparison) 
  VCP-BL OBC-VCP 
VCP-BL 1.084 -0.593 






Figure3: Group Comparison: Hedonic Motivation 
4.4.2 Group Comparison: Utilitarian Motivation for Participation 
The utilitarian motivation was measured with 6 items that include both cognitive and 
emotional dimensions of motivation, using 7 points Likert scales (Arnold & 
Reynolds, 2003; Babin et al., 1994; Voss et al., 2003). Based on the average of 
motivation score (from 0 to 7), participants were classified into two separate groups 





All participants (N=353) showed the average utilitarian motivation score higher 
than 3.5. Participants were classified into two utilitarian motivation groups. 
Participants who showed the average utilitarian motivation score higher than the 
average (5.73) were classified into high utilitarian motivation group (N=275). 
Participants who showed the average utilitarian motivation score lower than the 
average (5.73) were classified into low utilitarian motivation group (N=78). 
 A group comparison between the two groups, high utilitarian motivation group 
(N=275) and low utilitarian motivation group (N=78), was conducted through 
multiple group analysis in structural equation model. The full model was divided into 
two separate models according to the level of utilitarian motivation (Fig 4). The 
structural relationships, and the extent of each relationship between the two groups 
was compared.  
 Item reliabilities, internal consistency, convergent validity, and discriminant 
validity of the measurement model were confirmed through the confirmatory factor 
analysis conducted in the previous stage. A multiple group confirmatory factor 
analysis was conducted to ensure measurement equivalence between the two groups 
(Raju et al., 2002). The test results showed that the X2 difference between the 
unconstrained model and the measurement weights model was 33(22) (Table 15), 




measurement equivalence between the two groups, high utilitarian motivation group 
and low utilitarian motivation group, was confirmed. 
Table 15 
Measurement Equivalence for Multiple Group Analysis (H5b) 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Unconstrained 276 1579.071 912 .000 1.731 
Measurement weights 254 1612.139 934 .000 1.726 
Measurement intercepts 221 1710.255 967 .000 1.769 
Structural weights 219 1713.520 969 .000 1.768 
Structural covariances 174 1825.597 1014 .000 1.800 
Structural residuals 171 1840.364 1017 .000 1.810 
Measurement residuals 138 1894.065 1050 .000 1.804 
Saturated model 1188 .000 0   
Independence model 66 6162.289 1122 .000 5.492 
A multiple group analysis was conducted by testing the structural relationships for 
each model first, and compare each relationship between the two models using 
pairwise parameter comparisons in Amos 20.  
The group differences regarding the levels of utilitarian motivation for 
participation (H5b) were tested. The test results of high utilitarian motivation group 
are shown in Table 16. The results showed that all paths in the model were significant 
at p < 0.01 level. The online brand community showed significant effects on value 






Results of Testing: Hypothesis 5b (High Utilitarian Motivation Group) 
Regression Weights: (Uti_MV_High - Unconstrained)  
   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
VCP <--- OBC 1.028 .224 4.583 *** b5_1 
BL <--- VCP .744 .114 6.511 *** b4_1 
Standardized Regression Weights: (Uti_MV_High - Unconstrained) 
   Estimate 
VCP <--- OBC .767 
BL <--- VCP .674 
The test results of low utilitarian motivation group are shown in Table 17. The 
results showed that all paths in the model were significant at p < 0.01 level. The 
online brand community showed significant effects on value creation practices (β 
= .839), and value creation practices enhanced brand loyalty (β = .842). 
Table 17 
Results of Testing: Hypothesis 5b (Low Utilitarian Motivation Group) 
Regression Weights: (Uti_MV_Low - Unconstrained)  
   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
VCP <--- OBC 1.116 .414 2.695 *** b5_2 
BL <--- VCP 1.074 .244 4.404 *** b4_2 
Standardized Regression Weights: (Uti_MV_Low - Unconstrained) 
   Estimate 
VCP <--- OBC .839 
BL <--- VCP .842 
In order to compare the effects of online brand community on value creation 
practices between the two groups, high and low utilitarian motivation groups, 




the paths in the tested models were not significantly different. The critical ratio of all 
paths was in the acceptable range, from -1.965 to +1.965 (Table 18). Thus, hypothesis 
5b, “Members’ utilitarian motivation for participation will moderate the effects of 
online brand community on value creation practices”, was not supported. The results 
showed that the effects of online brand community on value creation practices are not 
significantly different, according to the levels of member’s utilitarian motivation for 
participation.  
Table 18 
Results of Testing: Hypothesis 5b (Pairwise Parameter Comparison) 
  VCP-BL OBC-VCP 
VCP-BL 1.226 0.139 





Figure4: Group Comparison: Utilitarian Motivation 
Therefore hypothesis 5, “Members’ motivation for participation will moderate the 
effects of online brand community on value creation practices”, were partially 
supported. The hedonic motivation (H5a) moderates the effects of online brand 
community on value creation practices, while the utilitarian motivation (H5b) does 






4.5 Group Comparison; Product Involvement 
Hypotheses 1 through 4 were supported. In the previous stages of the data 
analysis, it was shown that the online brand community consists of the three 
community markers, consciousness of kind, rituals and traditions, and moral 
responsibility. As the three markers strengthen, the levels of online brand community 
increase, and it leads members to be more engaged in value creation practices and 
enhances their brand loyalty. The community loyalty was proved to fully mediate the 
relationship between value creation practices and brand loyalty. Hypothesis 5 was 
partially supported. The moderating effects of members’ motivation for participation 
on the online brand community were supported only for the hedonic motivation for 
participation. The utilitarian motivation for participation showed non-significant 
effects on the online brand community.      
Because the aim of this study is to test the effects of online brand community in 
general, participants were not limited by both the types of online brand community 
and product categories they use. Participants from online brand communities of 
expressive product categories (e.g., Harley-Davidson) and mundane product 
categories (e.g., Walmart) were not distinguished in the previous data analysis stage. 
However, a data-heterogeneity issue could be raised because of the diverse product 




reflecting his involvement associated with the product. High-involvement purchases 
are usually accompanied with extensive pre-purchase searches (Arnould, Price, & 
Zinkhan, 2002). When making high involvement purchases, consumers want to feel 
connected and share the consumption experiences with others, even beyond the 
moment of consumption, (Zaichkowsky, 1985). Online brand communities provide 
their members with opportunities for seeking out consumption-related information, 
and connecting and sharing with like-minded consumers (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006). 
In this regard, the level of involvement consumers have with the associated products 
could intensify or weaken their engagement with online brand communities (Wirtz et 
al., 2013). 
Therefore, regarding the effects of online brand community on its outcomes and 
the mediating effects of community loyalty, it could be pointed out that the structural 
relationships could be different according to members’ product involvement. To 
clarify the data-heterogeneity issue, this study classifies participants into two groups 
according to their product involvement, and conducted a group comparison between 
the high product involvement group and the low product involvement group. Online 
brand community members’ product involvement were measured using the 





There were 20 adjectives pairs testing online brand community members’ product 
involvement. Each pair was calculated on 7 points, from 0 to 7. Based on the average 
of total product involvement score (from 0 to 7), participants were classified into two 
separate groups (Hoyle, 1995). Among the total of 353 participants, only the two 
participants (N=2) showed the average product involvement score lower than 3.5. The 
remained participants (N=351), who showed the average product involvement score 
higher than 3.5, were classified into two groups. Participants who showed the average 
product involvement score higher than the average (5.00) were classified into high 
product involvement group (N=70). Participants who showed the average product 
involvement score lower than the average (5.00) were classified into low product 
involvement group (N=281).  
A group comparison between the two groups, high product involvement group 
(N=70) and low product involvement group (N=281), was conducted through multiple 
group analysis in structural equation model. The full model was divided into two 
separate models according to the level of product involvement (Fig 5). The structural 
relationships, and the extent of each relationship between the two groups was 
compared.  
Item reliabilities, internal consistency, convergent validity, and discriminant 




analysis conducted in the previous stage. A multiple group confirmatory factor 
analysis was conducted to ensure measurement equivalence between the two groups 
(Raju et al., 2002). The test results showed that the X2 difference between the 
unconstrained model and the measurement weights model was 22(22) (Table 19), 
which is smaller than the cutoff value 33.93(22) at p = .05 level. Therefore, the 
measurement equivalence between the two groups, high product involvement group 
and low product involvement group, was confirmed. 
Table 19 
Measurement Equivalence for Multiple Group Analysis (Product Involvement) 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Unconstrained 276 1620.038 912 .000 1.776 
Measurement weights 254 1642.063 934 .000 1.758 
Structural weights 252 1649.254 936 .000 1.762 
Structural covariances 207 1732.703 981 .000 1.766 
Structural residuals 204 1758.556 984 .000 1.787 
Measurement residuals 171 1842.745 1017 .000 1.812 
Saturated model 1188 .000 0   
Independence model 66 6858.866 1122 .000 6.113 
A multiple group analysis was conducted by testing the structural relationships for 
each model first, and compare each relationship between the two models using 





The group differences regarding hypotheses 1 through 3 were tested. To test 
hypotheses 1 through 3, the community loyalty construct was excluded from the full 
model. The test results of the high product involvement group are shown in Table 20. 
The results showed that all paths in the model were significant at p < 0.05 level. The 
online brand community showed significant effects on value creation practices (β 
= .633), and value creation practices enhanced brand loyalty (β = .809). 
Table 20 
Results of Testing: Hypothesis 1, 2, 3 (High Product Involvement Group) 
Regression Weights: (INV_High - Unconstrained) 
   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
VCP <--- OBC 1.459 .717 2.035 .042 b5_1 
SN <--- VCP 1.000     
IM <--- VCP .851 .249 3.413 *** b1_1 
CE <--- VCP .862 .244 3.530 *** b2_1 
BU <--- VCP 1.158 .280 4.140 *** b3_1 
BL <--- VCP .924 .250 3.702 *** b4_1 
CK <--- OBC 1.000     
RT <--- OBC 2.745 1.236 2.221 .026 b6_1 
MR <--- OBC 1.852 .856 2.163 .031 b7_1 
Standardized Regression Weights: (INV_High - Unconstrained) 
   Estimate 
VCP <--- OBC .633 
SN <--- VCP .984 
IM <--- VCP .979 





Table 20 continued 
   Estimate 
BU <--- VCP .977 
BL <--- VCP .809 
CK <--- OBC .601 
RT <--- OBC .989 
MR <--- OBC .791 
The test results of low product involvement group are shown in Table 21. The 
results showed that all paths in the model were significant at p < 0.01 level. The 
online brand community showed significant effects on value creation practices (β 
= .907), and value creation practices enhanced brand loyalty (β = .788). 
Table 21 
Results of Testing: Hypothesis 1, 2, 3 (Low Product Involvement Group) 
Regression Weights: (INV_Low - Unconstrained) 
   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
VCP <--- OBC 1.467 .300 4.898 *** b5_2 
SN <--- VCP 1.000     
IM <--- VCP 1.067 .114 9.381 *** b1_2 
CE <--- VCP 1.081 .129 8.402 *** b2_2 
BU <--- VCP 1.149 .119 9.634 *** b3_2 
BL <--- VCP .919 .107 8.624 *** b4_2 
CK <--- OBC 1.000     
RT <--- OBC 1.777 .372 4.781 *** b6_2 







Table 21 continued 
Standardized Regression Weights: (INV_Low - Unconstrained) 
   Estimate 
VCP <--- OBC .907 
SN <--- VCP .982 
IM <--- VCP .984 
CE <--- VCP .763 
BU <--- VCP .973 
BL <--- VCP .788 
CK <--- OBC .649 
RT <--- OBC .580 
MR <--- OBC .848 
In order to compare the effects of online brand community on its outcomes 
between the two groups, high and low product involvement groups, pairwise 
parameter comparisons were conducted. The results showed that all pairs of the paths 
in the tested models were not significantly different. Although the standardized 
regression weights of the two paths (e.g., online brand community to value creation 
practices, and value creation practices to brand loyalty) were different between the 
high and low product involvement groups, the critical ratio for the two paths were in 
the acceptable range, from -1.965 to +1.965 (Table 22). Therefore, the results of group 
comparison showed that the effects of online brand community on value creation 
practices, and the subsequent effects of value creation practices on brand loyalty, are 





Results of Testing: Product Involvement (Pairwise Parameter Comparison) 
  VCP-BL OBC-VCP 
VCP-BL -0.021 -0.746 
OBC-VCP 1.393 0.01 
The group differences regarding hypothesis 4 was tested. To test hypothesis 4, the 
brand loyalty construct was excluded from the full model first, to test the effects of 
value creation practices on community loyalty. The full model was tested after the 
preliminary conditions to test the mediating effects of community loyalty are 
confirmed.  
The test results of high product involvement group are shown in Table 23. The 
results showed that all paths in the model were significant at p < 0.05 level. The value 
creation practices showed significant effects on community loyalty (β = .789).   
Table 23 
Results of Testing: VCP-CL (High Product Involvement Group) 
Regression Weights: (INV_High - Default model) 
   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
VCP <--- OBC 1.831 .900 2.035 .042 par_26 
CL <--- VCP .942 .258 3.652 *** par_25 
Standardized Regression Weights: (INV_High - Default model) 
   Estimate 
VCP <--- OBC .683 





The test results of low product involvement group are shown in Table 24. The results 
showed that all paths in the model were significant at p < 0.01 level. The value 
creation practices showed significant effects on community loyalty (β = .814).   
Table 24 
Results of Testing: VCP-CL (Low Product Involvement Group) 
Regression Weights: (INV_Low - Unconstrained) 
   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
VCP <--- OBC 1.792 .363 4.933 *** b7_2 
CL <--- VCP 1.083 .121 8.918 *** b6_2 
Standardized Regression Weights: (INV_Low - Unconstrained) 
   Estimate 
VCP <--- OBC .954 
CL <--- VCP .814 
In order to compare the effects of value creation practices on community loyalty 
between the two groups, high and low product involvement groups, pairwise 
parameter comparisons were conducted. The results showed that all pairs of the paths 
in the tested models were not significantly different. Although the effects of value 
creation practices on community loyalty were different in both models, the critical 
ratio for the relationship was in the acceptable range, from -1.965 to +1.965 (Table 





creation practices on community loyalty are not different according to the levels of 
product involvement. 
Table 25 
Results of Testing: Product Involvement (Pairwise Parameter Comparison) 
  VCP-CL OBC-VCP 
VCP-CL 0.493 -0.824 
OBC-VCP 1.907 -0.04 
  Since the preliminary conditions to test the mediating effects of community 
loyalty were confirmed for both high and low product involvement groups, a multiple 
group analysis was conducted with the full model.   
The test results of the high product involvement group are shown in Table 26. The 
results showed that all paths in the model were significant at p < 0.05 level, except for 
the relationship between value creation practices and brand loyalty (p = .90). Thus, 
the mediating effects of community loyalty, on the relationship between value 
creation practices and brand loyalty, were revealed in the high product involvement 










Results of Testing: Hypothesis 4 (High Product Involvement Group) 
Regression Weights: (INV_High - Default model) 
   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
VCP <--- OBC 1.779 .886 2.008 .045 par_31 
CL <--- VCP .885 .237 3.737 *** par_30 
BL <--- CL .985 .357 2.755 .006 par_4 
BL <--- VCP -.046 .358 -.129 .897 par_29 
Standardized Regression Weights: (INV_High - Default model) 
   Estimate 
VCP <--- OBC .674 
CL <--- VCP .861 
BL <--- CL .878 
BL <--- VCP -.040 
The test results of the low product involvement group are shown in Table 27. The 
results showed that all paths in the model were significant at p < 0.01 level, except for 
the relationship between value creation practices and brand loyalty (p = .79). Thus, 
the mediating effects of community loyalty, on the relationship between value 













Results of Testing: Hypothesis 4 (Low Product Involvement Group) 
Regression Weights: (INV_Low - Default model) 
   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
VCP <--- OBC 1.694 .347 4.882 *** par_107 
CL <--- VCP 1.083 .117 9.263 *** par_106 
BL <--- CL .776 .166 4.661 *** par_80 
BL <--- VCP .052 .192 .269 .788 par_105 
Standardized Regression Weights: (INV_Low - Default model) 
   Estimate 
VCP <--- OBC .940 
CL <--- VCP .886 
BL <--- CL .791 
BL <--- VCP .043 
In order to compare the mediating effects of community loyalty between the two 
groups, high and low product involvement groups, pairwise parameter comparisons 
were conducted. The results showed that all pairs of the paths in the tested models 
were not significantly different. Although the mediating effects of community loyalty 
were different in both models, the critical ratio for the relationship was in the 
acceptable range, from -1.965 to +1.965 (Table 28). Therefore, the results of group 
comparison showed that the mediating effects of community loyalty are not different 
according to the levels of product involvement. The tested results of each path are 






Results of Testing: Product Involvement (Pairwise Parameter Comparison) 
  VCP-BL CL-BL VCP-CL OBC-VCP 
VCP-BL -0.529 2.082 -0.376 -1.113 
CL-BL -2.301 0.241 -2.734 -1.905 
VCP-CL 0.263 2.998 0.752 -0.779 
OBC-VCP 1.425 3.49 1.927 -0.089 
Test results of group comparisons showed that a product involvement does not 
have a significant impact on any of the hypotheses of this study. The levels of product 
involvement that online brand community members have with the associated products 
did not differentiate the impact of online brand community on its outcomes, and the 











CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
5.1 Discussion and Implications 
Hypothesis 1 predicted the effects of three community markers on the online 
brand community (e.g., H1: As consciousness of kind, rituals and traditions, and 
moral responsibility strengthen in the online brand community, the levels of online 
brand community will increase). The test results showed that all the three community 
markers are significant reflective indicators of the online brand community (p<0.01). 
The consciousness of kind (β = .634) and rituals and traditions (β = .622) markers 
showed moderate effects, and the moral responsibility (β = .841) marker showed the 
strongest effects on the online brand community. The results suggest that the levels of 
online brand community increase when; (a) members feel and recognize 
consciousness of kind with other members, (b) rituals and traditions of online brand 
community strengthen, and (c) members feel a sense of duty to the community and 
individual members.    
Such findings make sense in that consciousness of kind and rituals and traditions 




of perpetuating consciousness of kind among online brand community members, and 
members show their legitimacy by appreciating rituals and traditions of the 
community. For example, when a member shares brand stories or consumption 
experiences with other members as a way of conforming to rituals and traditions of 
the online brand community, such activities simultaneously reveal that the member 
respects the rules and expected roles of the online brand community. As a 
consequence, those activities, conforming to rituals and traditions of the online brand 
community, eventually reinforce the consciousness of kind among members of the 
community. Therefore, marketers should promote rituals and traditions of the online 
brand community which can make members feel and recognize consciousness of kind 
with other members. Marketers can assist in the cause of rituals and traditions by 
publishing socialization materials within the online brand community such as brand 
history, consumption story, myths, and insider talk in the form of marketing 
communications (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). Considering that online brand 
community members tend to engage passively in sustaining rituals and traditions and 
weakly develop consciousness of kind, compare to traditional, offline brand 
community, promoting rituals and traditions to strengthen consciousness of kind 





The moral responsibility marker showed the strongest effects on the online brand 
community. This study showed that although the online brand community is a 
voluntary group, there exists moral consciousness among members both to the 
community and individual members. Such findings are meaningful in that it reveals 
the distinctive features of online brand community, compare to traditional brand 
communities. In previous brand community research, it has been believed that 
consciousness of kind is the most effective marker among the three community 
markers (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). Wirtz et al.’s (2013) also pointed that online 
brand community members tend to carry less moral responsibility since online brand 
community allows members to reveal only little of their identity. However, this study 
empirically revealed that the moral responsibility marker has the strongest effects on 
the online brand community.   
Assisting members in the proper use of the focal brand is one of the most 
representative forms of moral responsibility shown in brand communities. In 
traditional, offline brand communities, assisting or helping other members are not 
easy to be manifested because those activities frequently go beyond members’ formal 
role. Unlike consciousness of kind and rituals and traditions markers, it requires 
altruistic motivation of members for moral responsibility being manifested in brand 




For those reasons, in traditional, offline brand communities, the moral responsibility 
has a relatively weaker effect on brand communities. However, in online brand 
communities, assisting or helping other members regarding the use of the focal brand 
could be easily manifested, since assisting or helping behaviors can be 
institutionalized and regenerated in the online brand communities. Most of the 
communications generated in the online brand community are centered on 
consumption experiences of using the focal brand. Online brand communities 
accumulate expertise on individual topics related to the focal brand, and those 
accumulated expertise function as a cultural capital for consumers who seek for 
reliable consumption-related information.  
Because of its non-commercial purposes, consumers rely more on the information 
provided by online brand communities rather than information provided by marketers 
or firms (Algesheimer et al., 2005). The provision of reliable information, which are 
suggested by devoted users of the focal brand, is institutionalized in the online brand 
community, and it keeps regenerating assistance or helping behaviors for consumers 
in need. Therefore, consumers who are in need may feel being assisted by online 
brand community members, as they search through the accumulated information in 
online brand communities, and subsequently, those consumers may become a new 




successfully carry out the two of the most important moral responsibility practices; 
recruiting new members and retaining existing members by assisting their 
consumption experiences. Considering the significant effects that the moral 
responsibility marker has on the online brand community, marketers should facilitate 
online brand community members to discuss or share consumption-related 
information with each other in the communities. The practical implications for 
generating a vibrant atmosphere in the online brand community will be suggested in 
the later part of this section.  
In testing the effects of online brand community, this study measured the online 
brand community as a sum of three community markers; consciousness of kind, 
rituals and traditions, and moral responsibility. Since this study modeled the online 
brand community as a reflective second-order construct, the value creation practice of 
online brand community was simultaneously modeled as an outcome of the latent 
variable. The test results of hypothesis 2, “As the levels of online brand community 
increase, members will be more engaged in value creation practices”, showed that the 
online brand community has significant effects on the value creation practices of 
online brand community (β = .850, p < 0.01). All four value creation practices were 
proved to be a significant reflective indicator of the value creation practice construct. 




= .995), and brand use (β = .921) practices showed strong effects on value creation 
practices. Community engagement practice (β = .776) showed relatively weaker 
effects on value creation practices.  
The test results of hypothesis 2 align with the finding that consciousness of kind, 
rituals and traditions, and moral responsibility are significant indicators of online 
brand community. Since social networking practice emphasizes on the homogeneity 
and similarity across community members, it is believed to be based on consciousness 
of kind among the members of the online brand community. This study showed that as 
the levels of online brand community increase, members with a heightened 
consciousness of kind actively engage in social networking practices such as 
welcoming, empathizing, and governing.    
The significant effects of community engagement and brand use practices could 
be explained by the impact of the rituals and traditions marker. Community 
engagement and brand use practices are related to rituals and traditions of online 
brand community. Although community engagement practices relate to an affectual 
domain (e.g. stacking, milestoning, badging, and documenting) and brand use 
practices relate to a functional domain (e.g. commoditizing, grooming, and 
customizing), both practices are about sharing consumption experiences of a focal 




traditions shown in the online brand community is sharing consumption experiences, 
it makes sense that strong online brand community which has perpetuating rituals and 
traditions generates vibrant brand use and community engagement practices. 
Additionally, the significant effects of online brand community on social 
networking practice and brand use practice could be an evidence showing that online 
brand community produces altruistic behaviors and collective actions, as the 
manifested form of moral responsibility. For example, social networking practice 
leads members to behave altruistically by articulating behavioral expectations for 
community members. Through brand use practice, members spontaneously 
accumulate expertise on individual topics within the online brand community, and it 
helps other members who seek for reliable information regarding the consumption of 
a focal brand.  
The strongest effects of impression management practice may be due to the 
significant impact of moral responsibility marker. The impression management 
practice is based on members’ moral responsibility. Because of its external and 
outward focus, the impression management practice requires the more personal 
sacrifice of members, compare to other value creation practices. Since the impression 
management practice is not obligatorily included in members’ role prescriptions, 




conducted. Moreover, the outcomes of impression management practice are not 
tangible as other practices. For example, the outcomes of inspiring or rationalizing 
others could not be explicitly revealed as posting a greeting message (e.g., social 
networking) or providing an informational advice (e.g., brand use) to other members. 
Considering that achieving social status within the community by demonstrating their 
performances is one important driver that makes members engaging in practices, 
online brand community members will not engage in impression management 
practices unless they have a sense of duty to the community. However, since the moral 
responsibility has the strongest effects on the online brand community, among the 
three community markers, it was revealed that the online brand community 
subsequently generates a significant amount of impression management practices, as 
the levels of online brand community increase. 
Hypothesis 3 stated that “As online brand community members are more engaged 
in value creation practices, members’ brand loyalty will be enhanced”. This 
hypothesis tested the effects of value creation practices on brand loyalty. The tested 
results showed that value creation practices of online brand community enhance brand 
loyalty (β = .809, p < 0.01). Such finding aligns with previous brand community 
research showing that a strong brand community can lead members to have not only a 




Hypothesis 4, “Community loyalty will mediate the relationship between value 
creation practices and brand loyalty”, were supported. In testing the community 
loyalty construct, this study defined the community loyalty based on the two of 
closely related loyalty, group loyalty and organizational loyalty, and measured the 
community loyalty as it consists of cognitive, affective, and behavioral dimensions of 
loyalty. Community identification, sense of community, and organizational citizenship 
behavior were modeled as reflective indicators of the community loyalty. The test 
results showed that all three indicators are significant reflective indicators of the 
community loyalty. Among the three indicators, community identification (β = .811) 
and organizational citizenship behavior (β = .874) showed strong effects, and the 
sense of community (β = .353) showed a relatively weaker effects on community 
loyalty (p < 0.01).This study found that community loyalty fully mediates the 
relationship between the value creation practice and brand loyalty. The results suggest 
that making members loyal to the community is crucial to gain brand-loyal customers.  
The test of hypothesis 4 revealed that online brand community members do not 
spontaneously build brand loyalty unless they are loyal to the community. The 
mediating effects of community loyalty could be due to the evolving nature of 
practices. Practices have a trajectory of development and act as an apprenticeship 




engage in practices deeply, and practices are integrated. For example, welcoming is 
usually the first practice to which members are exposed. When new members engage 
in the welcoming practice, they frequently reveal their consumption experiences or 
personal expertise as a way of introducing themselves. In such case, new members are 
naturally adopted and recruited to documenting and customizing practices, which are 
considered as more complex practices. While engaging in various and more complex 
practices, novice members learn which activities they are expected to engage in, and 
how they are supposed to feel from participating in practices. As Østerlund and 
Carlile (2005) argued, “they do not merely learn about practices, rather they become 
practitioners”. As practices develop, members’ standing and legitimacy within the 
community increase, they achieve social status and meet their desired social identity, 
and value from engaging in practices expand. Because practices act as apprenticeship 
and their outcomes are not immediate and intuitive, members should bear the times 
and efforts until their participations create actual value for them. In this regard, the 
community loyalty can make members bear the period of apprenticeships, until the 
time that they build a brand loyalty.  
Since community loyalty leads community members to acts of altruism, 
cooperation, and helpfulness without any current rewards or reputational 




consistent engagement in value creation practices, until it creates brand loyalty, by 
enhancing members’ community loyalty. This study suggests several ways for 
marketers to enhance online brand community members’ community loyalty. For 
online brand community members, rewards from joining the community should not be 
tied to financial incentives. As Barnes (2001) argued, “it is all about how you make 
them feel”. The online brand community can enhance members’ community loyalty 
by providing them with affective benefits such as influence and status (McMillian & 
Chavis, 1986), and functioning as a consumer agency. All of each benefit increase 
members’ community loyalty by enhancing their community identification, generating 
a sense of community among members, and leading them to organizational citizenship 
behaviors.  
First, the online brand community can enhance members’ community loyalty by 
providing members with influence. Influence is members’ feeling empowered to 
influence the community (McMillian & Chavis, 1986). Online brand community 
members achieve a sense of influence when they believe that they could possess 
influence over the focal brand through participating in the community. For example, 
online brand community members may achieve a sense of influence when a focal 
brand collects innovative ideas from the community. Because they believe that their 




online brand community, they achieve a sense of mattering, and such empowered 
feeling leads members to build community loyalty. In particular, utilizing brand use 
practices, marketers could generate an environment that allows members to express 
their opinions and thoughts related to consumption experiences. Generating bulletin 
boards or discussion forums particularly designed to share ideas for product 
improvement would induce members to suggest their opinions more easily. Using 
virtual interaction and communication tools, marketers also should provide online 
brand community members with timely feedback so that they can realize how their 
suggestions actually influence the focal brand. Through engaging in such processes, 
online brand community members would become relying more on the community to 
influence the focal brand as a group, and subsequently show a heightened community 
loyalty. At the same time, marketers can achieve grassroots R&D for the improvement 
of products or services from the devoted users of their brands.    
Second, the online brand community can enhance members’ community loyalty 
by providing members with status. Once new members gain some experiences within 
the online brand community, they inevitably recognize their lowly status (Schouten & 
McAlexander, 1995). Achieving a desired social identity is an important driver that 
makes consumers joining in the online brand community. Members form community 




community can compensate for members’ commitment to the community by 
providing them with status. For example, displaying an accumulated number of 
postings or participations aside members’ name would publicly show their 
contributions to the community and discern them as experienced members. Members’ 
community loyalty also increases when their online brand community has a higher 
status within across-group hierarchy. Across-group hierarchy is judged by consumers 
based on the authenticity of the community (Schouten & McAlexander, 1995). Thus, 
marketers can confer an authentic status to a particular online brand community by 
acknowledging the authenticity conferred by the brand. Providing promotional items 
that display authenticity, such as iconic-emblem, could create a sense of affiliation to 
the authentic community for online brand community members. It will make members 
feel that their community has a higher status compare to other online brand 
community and enhance members’ community loyalty.   
Third, the online brand community can enhance members’ community loyalty by 
functioning as a consumer agency. A sense of community is also formed when 
community members believe that the community has some influences over them. 
Online brand community members frequently gauge a success of brand different from 
marketers. For the brands that have enthusiastic supporting consumer groups, lines of 




distinctiveness of the brand is lost when it reaches to mainstream consumers 
(Schouten & McAlexander, 1995). The preservation of brand’s meaning is important 
to brand community members. The online brand community can act as a consumer 
agency so that members can carry through their convictions to the brand. For 
example, the online brand community can keep reproducing the original meanings of 
the brand, regardless of its commercial reasons, by fostering rituals and traditions that 
emphasize on the authenticity of the brand. Although such activities may seem as 
opposing to a market-driven strategy, it would convince members of fulfillments of 
their needs through the community, and increase members’ community loyalty.  
By enhancing community loyalty, all of the above-mentioned benefits (e.g., 
providing members with influence and status, functioning as a consumer agency) 
would compensate for members’ sacrifices, and help online brand community 
members to bear the periods of apprenticeships until value practices create brand 
loyalty. 
Hypothesis 5 tested the moderating effects of members’ motivation for 
participation on the effects of online brand community. To test the moderating effects 
of members’ motivation for participation, this study tested the moderating effects of 





First, the test results of H5a, “Members’ hedonic motivation for participation will 
moderate the effects of online brand community on value creation practices”, showed 
that the hedonic motivation has moderating effects on the relationship between online 
brand community and value creation practices. The effects of online brand community 
on value creation practices were significant in high hedonic motivation group (β 
= .783, p < 0.01), while the effects were not significant in low hedonic motivation 
group (β = .446, p = .16). 
 Second, the test results of H5b, “Members’ utilitarian motivation for 
participation will moderate the effects of online brand community on value creation 
practices”, showed that the utilitarian motivation does not moderate the relationship 
between online brand community and value creation practices. The effects of online 
brand community on value creation practices were both significant in high (β = .767, 
p < 0.01) and low utilitarian motivation group (β = .839, p < 01). The results of 
pairwise parameter comparison confirmed that the effects of online brand community 
on value creation practices are not significantly different, according to the levels of 
member’s utilitarian motivation for participation.  
In this study, it is revealed that the majority of online brand community members 
participate in the online brand community to satisfy both hedonic and utilitarian 




hedonic and utilitarian motivations. However, the test results of hypothesis 5 showed 
that each motivation functions differently. In online brand communities, members 
usually engage with the brand first (e.g., search for brand-related information), and 
move on to the engagement with the community (e.g., contributing in sharing 
information), as the social value associated with the community increases. Utilitarian 
value, which members can achieve from participating in online brand communities, 
also could be attained from other sources. For example, it is possible that consumers 
find brand-related information from various sources outside of the online brand 
communities. In this regard, utilitarian value induces new members as a foundational 
value for consumers who seek for information, and generate value creation practices, 
regardless of the levels of utilitarian value the online brand community provides. 
However, unless online brand communities provide their members with the high 
levels of hedonic value, members will not be engaged in value creation practices, and 
brand loyalty will not be created. Therefore, marketers should focus on satisfying 
online brand community members’ hedonic needs, such as achieving their desired 
social identity or feeling a sense of community. This goes back to the point of 
enhancing members’ community loyalty. As online brand communities provide 





community loyalty, those attempts will simultaneously satisfy the hedonic needs of 
the members of online brand communities.   
This study extends previous brand community research by investigating the 
impact of members’ motivation for participation on online brand community. 
Motivations maintain a basic underlying presence across consumption phenomenon 
and direct consumers toward their specified goals. Thus, understanding the role of 
consumers’ motivation for participating in online brand community can help 
marketers to organize and facilitate successful online brand communities. Test results 
of hypothesis 5 suggest that online brand community should satisfy members’ hedonic 
needs, such as achieving a societal value through participating in the community, to 
gain loyal customers. Such findings align with the notion of Cova’s (1997) 
community and consumption study. In the study, Cova (1997) stated that individuals 
gather together through shared emotions, lifestyles, and consumption practices, in a 
current extremely individualized post-modern era. Consumers in these days pursue a 
desire for community in a compensative way through products and services (Cova, 
1997). In the same context, this study revealed that consumers join in online brand 
community with a motivation to satisfy their hedonic needs by sharing emotional 
connection with like-minded consumers. Online brand community members pursue 




being with other community members. For consumers who seek for products and 
services that can link them to others, the link is more important than the thing (Cova, 
1997). Therefore, marketers should promote the linking value of online brand 
community by providing members with societal value such as (a) influence over the 
brand as a valid member, (b) status both within and across the community, and (c) 
















CHAPTER 6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
6.1 Limitations and Future Research 
There are some limitations in this research. 
First, this study does not differentiate data according to the product categories. 
Since the aim of this study is to test the effects of online brand community in general, 
this study does not investigate the effects of product categories on the online brand 
community. In this study, the data heterogeneity issue regarding a product category 
was only confirmed by conducting a group comparison between high and low product 
involvement groups. However, since this study revealed the effects of online brand 
community in general, future research should narrow down the scope of online brand 
community research by investigating the online brand community of specified product 
category.   
Second, this study collected data online using MTurk. Although MTurk has been 
accepted as a reliable source for behavioral research, the data attained from MTurk 
still have some limitations. For example, the average age of participants in this study 




and this study did not limit participants by the products they use, the average age of 
this study seems relatively low. This may be due to the limitation of MTurk, such as 
accessibility to a computer or ability to use internet technology. Therefore, future 
research should collect data from various sources with a wide range of participant’s 
age. 
Third, among various moderators of online brand community, this study only 
tested the moderating effects of motivation for participation and product involvement. 
However, the effects of online brand community could be different according to the 
governance of the community. For example, online brand communities generated by 
devoted users of the brand may show distinctive outcomes compare to online brand 
communities generated by firms or marketers. Therefore future research should 
investigate the impact of various moderators, such as governance, on online brand 
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Appendix A: Consent Form & Recruitment 
A1. Consent Form 
Effects of Online Brand Community on Value Creation Practices and Brand Loyalty:  
Mediating Effects of Community Loyalty 
Richard Feinberg, PhD. 
& 
Yongsoo Ha, Graduate Student 
Purdue University 
The purpose of this research is to explore the issues regarding consumer behavior 
within online brand communities.  
In this study you will be asked a series of questions about your personal situation and 
personal consumption experience via online survey. This task is expected to be done 
within 15 minutes. No personally identifying information will be connected to your 
responses. To participate in the survey you have to be at least 18 years old, and within 
a maximum of 65 years.  
The participation is voluntary and you can withdraw your participation at any time by 
closing the web browser. You will receive $0.50 for your participation in this session. 
If you have any questions about this research project, you can contact Dr. Richard 




If you have concerns about the treatment of research participants, you can contact the 
Institutional Review Board at Purdue University, Ernest C. Young Hall, Room 1032, 
155 S. Grant St., West Lafayette, IN 47907-2114; (765) 494-5942; irb@purdue.edu.         




< A Short Survey >  
Effects of Online Brand Community on Value Creation Practices and Brand Loyalty:  
Mediating Effects of Community Loyalty 
Welcome! You will be asked to complete a survey regarding your consumption 
experience within online brand communities and personal behavior in the daily life. 
There are some demographic questions included in this survey. The survey is 
anonymous, so please give your responses according to your real situation. To 
participate, you must be 18-65 years of age.  
The whole process should take within 15 minutes. You will receive $0.50 for 




 Step 1: Before accepting the HIT, please follow the link below to 
ensure that you can  
            access the survey. If you have already completed the survey, 
you cannot complete  
            it again.  
 Step 2: Complete the survey.   
 Step 3: Once you have completed the survey you will be provided with a 
completion  
            code. Copy the completion code and enter it into the box 
below.   
Please follow this link to complete the survey: www. 








Appendix B: Survey Questionnaires 
B1. Screening test 
The target population of this study is all members of online brand communities. 
Participants of this study have to be members of any kinds of online brand 
communities.  
If you are not a member of any online brand communities, please stop this survey by 
closing the web browser. 
If you are a member of any online brand communities, please answer to the questions 
below. 
a. Are you a member of online brand communities?  (Yes / No) 
b. If you are a member of online brand communities, please write the name of the 
online brand community.       
c. How long have you been a member of the online brand community? (Drop down)  
d. How often do you login to the online brand community on a daily, weekly, and 







e. Do you own products made by the brand that your online brand community is 
based on?  
(For example, if you identify yourself as a member of Apple brand community, 
do you actually own any kinds of Apple products?) 
(Yes / No) 
 
B2. Markers of online brand community  
(Laroche, Habibi, Richard, & Sankaranarayanan, 2012) 
Please answer the following questions based on your experience within online brand 
community. 
















An intrinsic connection is felt among the 
members 
              
A general sense of difference exists from 
members who are NOT in my online brand 
community 























I recollect vital social traditions or rituals specific 
to my online brand community 
              
I think these traditions contribute towards a 
specific culture of my online brand community 

















Members of my online brand community 
assist/advice other members in the proper use of 
the brand that the online brand community is 
based on 
              
My online brand community engages in 
integrating and retaining members 
              
 
B3. Value creation practices 
























My online brand community keeps in touch with 
me with notifications 
              
My online brand community provides me with 
product information 
              
My online brand community collects my opinions 
about the services/products 
              
I share opinions on my online brand community               
















My online brand community encourages 
discussions related to company, brand, or the 
product 
              
Members of my online brand community actively 
engage in discussions in order to justify their 
reasons for their affinity towards the brand 

























I benefit from following the rules of my online 
brand community 
              
I am motivated to participate in the activities of 
my online brand community because I feel better 
afterwards 
              
I am motivated to participate in the activities of 
my online brand community because I am able to 
support other members 
              
















Members of my online brand community share 
useful tips about better use of the product or 
brand 
              
Members of my online brand community share 
experiences about their successful and 
unsuccessful attempts at customization of the 
product 
              
 
B4. Community loyalty  





Community identification (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006; Hinkle, Taylor, Fox-
















I identify myself as a member of my online brand 
community 
              
I am attached to my online brand community               
I feel strong ties with other members of my online 
brand community 
              
I have strong feelings of belongingness toward 
my online brand community 
              
















I don’t feel as though I am a member of my 
online brand community (reverse) 
              
My participation in my online brand community 
is not meaningful to me (reverse) 
              
I don’t feel that I am influential as a member in 
my online brand community (reverse) 
              
I do not perceive a strong ‘sense of community’ 
among the members of my online brand 
community (reverse) 























In my online brand community, I obey the online 
brand community rules and regulations  
              
In my online brand community, I participate in 
discussions that are not mandatory, but are 
considered important 
              
In my online brand community, I participate in 
functions that are not required, but help the online 
brand community image 
              
In my online brand community, I keep abreast of 
changes of the online brand community 
              
In my online brand community, I try not to abuse 
the rights of other members 
              
In my online brand community, I try to avoid 
creating problems for other members 
              
In my online brand community, I try to help 
orient new members even though it is not 
required 
              
 
B5. Brand loyalty  
(Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001) 




















I will buy the brand, that my online brand 
community is based on, the next time I buy this 
product 
              
I intend to keep purchasing the brand that my 
online brand community is based on 
              
I am committed to the brand that my online brand 
community is based on 
              
I would be willing to pay a higher price for the 
brand that my online brand community is based 
on over other brands 
              
 
B6. Motivation for Participation  
Please answer the following questions based on your experience within online brand 
community. 
Hedonic Motivation (Arnold & Reynolds, 2003; Babin, Darden, & Griffen, 1994; 



















I find participating in my online brand community 
stimulating  
              
To me, participating in my online brand 
community is an adventure 
              
Participating in my online brand community 
makes me feel like I am in my own universe 
              
Participating in my online brand community 
makes me feel better when I am in a down mood 
              
To me, participating in my online brand 
community is a way to relieve stress 
              
I participate in my online brand community when 
I want to treat myself to something special 
              
I participate in my online brand community to 
keep up with trends 
              
I participate in my online brand community to 
keep up with new products 
              
I participate in my online brand community to see 
what new products are available 
              
I like participating in my online brand community 
for other community members because when they 
feel good I feel good 
              
I enjoy participating in my online brand 
community for other community members 
              
I participate in my online brand community to 
socialize 
              
Participating in my online brand community is a 
bonding experience   
              
I enjoy socializing with other community 
members when I participate in my online brand 
community 




Utilitarian Motivation (Arnold & Reynolds, 2003; Babin, Darden, & Griffen, 1994; 
















I like to feel smart about participating in my 
online brand community 
              
It feels good to know that participating in my 
online brand community is useful 
              
When participating in my online brand 
community, it is important to find information I 
am looking for 
              
It is important to accomplish what I had planned 
from participating in my online brand community 
              
It is disappointing when I have to search on 
multiple sources other than my online brand 
community for information gathering 
              
A great online brand community is one that 
provides relevant information very quickly 
              
 
B7. Involvement  
(Lastovicka, 1979; Zaichkowsky, 1985) 







Product Involvement (Zaichkowsky, 1985). 
 
Make each item a separate and independent judgment. Work at fairly high speed 
through this questionnaire. Do not worry or puzzle over individual items. It is your first 
impressions, the immediate feelings about the items, that we want. On the other hand, 
please do not be careless, because we want your true impressions. 
 
Please mark on each scale according to how YOU perceive the product made by the 
brand that your online brand community is based on.  
 
important _ _ _ _ _ _ _ unimportant* (reverse) 
of no concern _ _ _ _ _ _ _ of concern to me 
irrelevant _ _ _ _ _ _ _ relevant 
means a lot to me _ _ _ _ _ _ _ means nothingto me* (reverse) 
useless _ _ _ _ _ _ _ useful 
valuable _ _ _ _ _ _ _ worthless* (reverse) 
trivial _ _ _ _ _ _ _ fundamental 
beneficial _ _ _ _ _ _ _ not beneficial* (reverse) 
matters to me _ _ _ _ _ _ _ doesn't matter* (reverse) 
uninterested _ _ _ _ _ _ _ interested 
significant _ _ _ _ _ _ _ insignificant* (reverse) 
vital _ _ _ _ _ _ _ superfluous* (reverse) 
boring _ _ _ _ _ _ _ interesting 
unexciting _ _ _ _ _ _ _ exciting 
appealing _ _ _ _ _ _ _ unappealing* (reverse) 
mundane _ _ _ _ _ _ _ fascinating 
essential _ _ _ _ _ _ _ nonessential* (reverse) 
undesirable _ _ _ _ _ _ _ desirable 
wanted _ _ _ _ _ _ _ unwanted* (reverse) 








B8. Demographic questions 
1. What is your gender? _____________ 
2. What year were you born? (Drop down) 
3. What is your race?  
  White/Caucasian 
  African American/Black 
  Native American/American Indian 
  Hispanic/Latino 
  Eastern Asian  
  South Asian 
  West Asian 
  Pacific Islander 
  Multiracial 
  Other ____________________ 
4. What is your country of citizenship? (Drop down) 
5. Are you currently living in the United States? 
Yes  
No (skip to #7) 




7. What is your current marital status? 
Single, Never Married 






8. What is your highest level of education obtained? 
Some high school 




Some postgraduate work 
Post graduate degree 
Other___________________  
9. What is your employment status? Are you currently....?  




Employed for wages 
Self-employed 
Out of work and looking for work 





Unable to work 
10. What was your total household income before taxes during the past 12 months?  
Less than $25,000 
$25,000 to $34,999 
$35,000 to $49,999 
$50,000 to $74,999 
$75,000 to $99,999 
$100,000 to $149,999 
$150,000 to more 
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